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THE WORLD ADMINIS TRATIVE  RADIO CONFERENCE  
AND INT ERNATIO NAL COMMUNICATIONS POLICY

THURSD AY, JU NE 14,  19 79

H ou se  of  R e pr e se n t a t iv e s ,
C om m it te e on  F o reig n  A ffa ir s , 

Subcom m it te e on I nte rn a tio n a l  O per a tio n s ,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:08 in room 2200, Rayburn House 
Office Building, Hon. Dante  B. Fascell (chairman of the subcommit
tee) presiding.

Mr. F asc ell . The subcommittee will come to order.
We meet today to discuss the progress of your preparation for the 

1979 World Adminis trative Radio Conference to be held this year in 
Geneva from September 24 through November 30. As the members 
probably realize, this is the first such conference in 20 years to discuss 
virtual ly all uses of the radio spectrum and its impact will more tha n 
likely extend for the  next 20 years.

The political implications of this conference in particu lar both re
flect past and present struggles in other international forums and will 
affect useful discussions. Therefore, it is vital tha t the U.S. per
formance a t this conference be strong and effective.

You have before you a list of the delegations going there. Mr. Glen 
Robinson who is chairman of the delegation is prepared to review 
with us the preparations for the conference. Having had many dis
cussions with him now over a considerable time I can say tha t a great 
deal more time and effort has been spent in the preparation of this 
conference than perhaps for any in the past. I say tha t without being 
derogatory to anybody who was involved in the past but times have 
changed and the politics have changed and the situation is a great 
deal more difficult.

Anyway, Mr. Robinson,,Ve are delighted to have you here. I know 
you have a prepared statement  so you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF GLEN 0. ROBINSON, CHAIRMAN, U.S. DELEGATION, 
« 1979 WORLD ADMINISTRATIVE RADIO CONFERENCE

Personal: Born: Jun e 6, 1936, Salt  Lake City,  Ut ah ; Marr ied: (wife Kay);  
two children (Dean 16, Jenn ifer 12).

Professional Background: Chairman, U.S. Delegation to World Administ rative 
» Radio Conference, 1978-79.

Professor  of Law, Univers ity of Virginia, 1976.
Commissioner, Federal Communications Commission, 1974-76.
Professor  of Law, Univers ity of M innesota, 1967-74.
Private law practice, 1961-67.
Milita ry Service: U.S. Army, Armor Corps, 1962-64.
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Education:  LLB, Stanford, 1961; Note Edi tor,  Stanford Law Review.AB, Harvard, 1958. Prior college educa tion:  two years a t U tah  Sta te Univers ity.Books: (1) The Administ rative Process (with E. Gellhorn) (West Pub. , 1974).(2) The Forest Service: A Stu dy in Public Land Management (Johns Hopkins Press, for Resources for the  Future , 1975).
(3) Communicat ions for Tomorrow: Policy Perspectives  fcr the 1980s (ed. and contr ib., Praeger , 1978).
Articles: (1) The FCC and the  Fir st Amendment: Observations on 40 Years of Radio and Television Regulation, 52 Minnesota  Law Review 67 (1967).(2) Radio Spect rum Regu lation: The Administ rative Process and the Problems of Ins titu tional Reform, 53 Minnesota  Law Review 1179 (1969).(3) The Making of Administ rative Policy: Another Look at  Rulemaking and Adjudicatio n and Administ rative Procedure Reform , 118 Univers ity of Pennsylvan ia Law Review 485 (1970).
(4) On Reorganizing  the  Inde pendent Regulatory  Agencies, 57 Virginia Law Review 947 (1971).
(5) Wilderness : The Last Fron tier,  59 M innesota Law Review, 1 (1975).(6) Perspectives on Administ rative Law (with E. Gellhorn) , 75 Columbia Law Review, 771 (1975).
(7) The New Communications: Planning  for Abundance , 53 Virginia Review 377 (1977).
(8) The F edera l Communica tions Commission: An Essay on R egulato ry W atch dogs, 69 Virginia Law Review 169 (1978).
Mr. Robinson. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Members of the committee, it is a very real pleasure to be here with you today to review the progress in our preparat ions for the 

1979 W.A.R.C. or WARC as we sometimes affectionately call it. -
This is, as you have stated , Mr. Chairman, a very important  conference. You correctly pointed out tha t the last such general conference of comparable scope was 20 years ago and there seems to be a general consensus tha t there will not be another such conference of comparable scope for another 20 years. So what this means is that 

we have to catch up with 20 years of the past and to forecast events 
20 years ahead. It  is obviously a very challenging task.  If you stop to think about the world of communications that we know today, it is obviously very much different th an the world 20 years ago in 1959 and probably  i t will change as much again in the next 20 years. The one certa inty in all this is that electronic communication, however it will develop, will certainly grow in importance.

A central  role of information in electronic communications in modem economies has been such as to induce some observers to describe 
the current era as the information age. There are indeed some impressive statistica l studies to support tha t characterization. One study in particular with which I am familiar purport s to show th at as much as one-half of the GNP is now devoted to the collection, storage, manipula tion and transmission of information.

Mr. Fascell. Now if we just knew how to use it.
Mr. Robinson. Now if we jus t knew how to use i t, we would be home free.
You don’t really have to trust the precise figure but  I think you can gage from that figure the order of magnitude which information and communications generally assume in our modem society and it 

is clear tha t the  trend is on the increase. Information and communications are becoming more and more impor tant. Now of course not all of this communications is electronics but I don’t think that it will 
be denied tha t electronic communications, electronic information storage retrieval and related activities are the dominant communications and information activity and that, too, is increasing.
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Obviously, to the extent tha t electronic information and communi
cations become more centrally important to a modem society, so 
indeed does the radio spectrum because the radio spectrum is the 
central means by which electronic information is transmitted among

* people. That in a nutshell describes the importance of the World 
Radio Conference tha t convenes this September.

By regulating the use of the spectrum and setting the s tanda rds for 
the use of the spectrum, this Conference can exer t a powerful influence 

V on the character and the flow of information both internationa lly
and nationally . Now, as with other conferences, we are n ot bound by 
the Conference except insofar as we submit and ratify it. However, it 
must be borne in mind tha t the radio spectrum is a rath er unique 
internationa l resource which requires a measure of internationa l 
agreement in order to be effectively used at all. You simply cannot  
have everyone doing their own thing.

As a nation tha t is not only a major, if no t the major, user of the  
radio spectrum but one which uses it around the globe, we have a 
special strong interest in maintaining a working internationa l con
sensus on how this resource is utilized worldwide. Now I should point 
out that this does not  mean tha t all nations everywhere have to agree 
precisely on the patterns  of use.. I  think there has been some mis
understanding on t hat . Many uses, indeed p>erhaps most  uses, of the  
radio spectrum can be and are in fact determined largely on a regional 
or a na tional basis. Nevertheless, there must be some degree of inter
national  consensus on the rules of the game, some internationa l 
agreement not only on the frequencies that  are used worldwide but  
on how to identify those which require worldwide agreement and those 
which can be used according to nationa l or regional patte rns. This 
is what the WARC is all about.

Against this background I might say with a note of quiet pride 
that we have been preparing for this Conference with uncommon effort. 
Mr. Chairman, you mentioned tha t fact a moment ago. A reporter  
for the British journal, The Economist, recently noted tha t the 
United States was preparing for the WARC as for the Olympic games 
and there is some accuracy in tha t characterization even though the 
precise analogy between the  WARC and the Olympic games may be a 
little strainea.

Our preparatory efforts certainly have been more elaborate than 
for any previous conference of this kind. Our efforts began about 5 
years ago as a joint  undertak ing by the Federal Communications 
Commission; the then Office of Telecommunications Policy which 
became, as you know, the present National Telecommunications and 
Information Administra tion; and the State  Depar tment . Since tha t 
time virtually  every major Federal agency—offhand I cannot  think

* of any exceptions, as a matte r of fac t—as well as industry and public 
users almost too numerous to mention have partic ipated  quite ac
tively in shaping the U.S. requirements and the U.S. proposals based 
upon those requirements.

» Most of the proposals were submit ted to the ITU on schedule
at the end of January of this year. The remainder of our proposals 
dealing with the HF spectrum in particu lar were delayed pending 
the internal resolution of a domestic conflict and controversy over the 
allocations for high-frequency broadcasting. Following the resolution 
of this controversy, these proposals were submitted in April.



The development of our proposals is, of course, only the first step in the preparations for the Conference. We have been actively developing detailed position papers, evaluating  not only our proposals and the proposals of others but  examining alternatives, tradeoffs, and trying to establish a pattern of bargaining for the Conference—all this in the light of what we have learned are the views of other countries.
We have, in fact, been very active in attempting to learn the views of other countries. I just returned a week ago from bilateral discus

sions in London, Paris, and Algiers. Several of my colleagues on th at team went on to Cairo for b ilateral discussions, other  representatives are now in Latin America, and one of my assistants will visit Belgrade this month. Before tha t round of bilaterals, we met in Washington with Soviet representatives which was a follow-on to bilateral  discussions we had in Moscow last year. Two weeks after  t ha t I was in the 
People’s Republic of China. A week before th at we held discussions in Australia with  the Australians, and with the Indonesians. We went on to India for discussions there and prior to tha t, we had discussions in both Asia and the Pacific.

Before that , in February and March we had discussions in both 
Africa and Latin  America. That is just the schedule since the  end of Janua ry. Actually tha t is ju st illustra tive of an effort t ha t has been going on now for about 2}^ years. We have covered well over 50 countries in every continent save one, Antarctica. We have not gotten down there yet.

Our preconference discussions are pre tty  much now coming to a close. We anticipate  one very important multila teral meeting in 
Bogota, Colombia, this July—a meeting of the OAS countries to discuss specifically proposals for the WARC. We may schedule a few other discussions but they will be very selective.

From this point on our primary emphasis, our primary task, will 
be an intensive evaluation of proposals submit ted by the other members of the ITU . We now have received nearly 100 documents from the ITU containing proposals from most of the countries tha t are going to  end up submitting formal proposals to the Conference, 
and we are examining these along with our other information and intelligence sources regarding foreign proposals.

I should at  this point say a word about these bilateral efforts because it is really quite unique in our preparations for an ITU  conference of 
this kind. It  is the only time we have really done this and we have found tha t it has been enormously valuable. I hope tha t we will be 
able to continue this in the future  because we have established relationships, we have made contacts, we have been able to establish a dialog—to use th at much overused phrase—with countries in ways we 
had never done before. We think th is will have an importan t spillover 
effect not only at the WARC but  the many conferences to come. It  may even have an impor tant spillover outside the immediate context of the ITU .

Let me turn  at this point to some of the main conference issues. I won’t attempt to outline the specific proposals we are making. I 
would be happy to supply for the record, if you wish, a copy of our proposals or a summary. They are really quite detailed. You get



some idea of the magnitude by looking at this volume here which contains essentially the  U.S. proposals.
Mr. Fascell. We would like to have a copy of the U.S. proposals  

for the committee files and make the summary available for the record if you have a summary available.
Mr. Robinson. All right.
Mr. Fascell. Tha t can be put into the record.
Mr. Robinson. All right.
[The material referred to follows:]

Sum ma ry  of U.S.  P roposals for th e 1979 W orld Adm ini str ative  R adio 
Conference  (W AR ( ’)

ALLOCATIONS

Broadcast Services

Frequencies for different types of radio and television 
broadcast services are spread throughout the spectrum. The services 
for which we propose new or changed allocations include:

Medium frequency broadcasting. To ease present domestic congestion and meet future expansion, a number of proposals for more efficient use 
of MF broadcast frequencies are under study by the FCC and NTIA. Among 
these is an expansion of the present AM band. To provide for such a 
future expansion, the U.S. proposal recommends new MF broadcast allocations 
for Region 2 (Western Hemisphere).

High frequency broadcasting. The primary U.S. users of this service 
are the Voice of America, Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, together 
with a small number of religious shortwave stations. To ease international 
frequency congestion which has resulted from the increase in shortwave 
broadcasting since 1959, we propose significant increases in allocations.

Broadcasting Satellite Service (BSS). Essentially BSS involves 
transmitting television or aural radio signals to large numbers of small 
earth terminals - as small as a meter wide, depending upon the strength of 
the incoming satellite signal. The U.S. proposals for this service are 
generally designed to strengthen and expand prospects for its use.
They include:

—  Modifications in current regulations to permit aural broadcasting from satellites in one region of the UHF band.

—  Relaxation of technical restriction in the 2.5 GHz broadcasting 
satellite band to allow for possible use of an innovative BSS 
technology designed for large numbers of small earth terminals.

Realignment of allocations at 12 GHz to provide for frequency 
separation between BSS and fixed satellite service. This is the 
most important new element in our BSS allocation proposal.

—  Provision for nav allocation in the "higher" parts of the spectrum 
to allow for future expansion of BSS services.

Fixed and Fixed Satellite Service

The fixed service provides point-to-point comnunications. Fixed service 
allocations occur throughout the spectrum but for purposes of 1979 we are 
primarily interested in the higher reaches of the spectrum. Of special 
interest is the fixed satellite service. The U.S. proposals are designed to 
ac comoda te  the frequency requirements for varying fixed satellite uses here
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and abroad. A sizeable increase in allocations to meet INTELSAT's 
international fixed satellite requirements is proposed. Domestically 
an expansion of allocations at 12 GHz is proposed, as noted earlier, to 
meet commercial needs. In addition, the U.S. proposes new fixed 
satellite allocations in the portion of the spectrum above 40 GHz in 
anticipation of technological advances which will make these bands 
available for future needs.

Mobile and Mobile Satellite Services

Mobile communications - to ships, cars, airplanes, or individuals 
on foot - is one of the fastest expanding areas of communications. By 
its nature, it depends entirely on radio links. Until very recently, it 
relied primarily on the high-frequency bands for medium to long distance 
circuits. In the past decade, improvements in satellite technology have 
added a new dimension to the prospects for meeting vastly expanded mobile 
ccrrmunications needs.

In the HF bands, mobile operations have shared successfully with 
the fixed service for many years. Because of the increasing need for 
allocations of this type, the U.S. is proposing that mobile service 
allocations be added to several HF fixed bands on a  co-equal primary 
basis. We propose minor changes in aeronautical mobile and significant 
increase in maritime mobile, mainly in the HF bands.

Mobile satellite services are going to be an increasingly important 
conponent in world communications. We propose to meet this requirement 
to accommodate Defense needs in the 7/8 GHz band.

A commercial naritime satellite system, operated by the Carmunications 
Satellite Corporation, is serving ships of several nations. This service 
will be taken over by a new International Maritime Satellite Organization 
(INMARSAT). Frequency allocations are proposed to meet this requirement 
and a rather more speculative "AEROSAT" system.

Another key area is land mobile service, also expanding rapidly as the 
result of demands for connection to the public telephone network, small 
business applications, police and other local government operations, etc.
We propose shared allocations with broadcasting in the UHF band, as well as 
allocations for a land mobile satellite.

Radiodetermination Services

Radar services are another area where improved technology has widened 
the prospects for improved worldwide communications services. U.S. proposals 
call for important new allocations for radiodetermination; of special 
importance is a  radionavigation satellite service to provide for the new 
NAVASTAR Global Positioning System (GPS). Using 24 polar-orbiting satellites, 
GPS will provide worldwide accurate position information to ships and planes 
when it becomes operational during the next decade.



Amateur radio is a long-standing element in U.S. communications.
It is important not simply not simply as a hobby but also because of the 
important services it can perform in disaster relief and other emergencies.
The U.S. proposals call for moderate increase in frequency allocation for the 
amateur service, including some which will improve the possibility of 
amateur communication on a worldwide basis through the entire 24 hour day. 
Other increases are proposed for amateur satellite service. Ihe amateurs 
have operated a satellite program (OSCAR - Orbiting Satellite Carrying 
Amateur Radio) for a number of years and have added considerably to 
technical data on the use of low-orbit satellites.

Earth Exploration Satellite Service

The sensing satellites are among the most significant and useful 
developments to ccme out of space research. There are two types of sensors: 
active and passive. Active sensors are space radar-like devices that 
utilize information contained in the reflection of a radiated signal. Passive 
sensors collect data based on natural emissions from the par+ h 1s land 
masses, oceans and atmosphere or reflection of light from another source 
(e.g., the sun). Sensors have important uses for global economic development 
and environmental planning. The U.S. proposals provide for expanded 
allocations for sp ac eb om e passive and active sensors and for space-to- 
space data links for transferring sensor data to relay satellites.

Radio Astronomy

Radio astronomy has became an increasingly important tool for 
studying both our cwn galaxy and beyond. Technically the problem is similar to the problem of protecting passive sensors. The need is to 
assure astronomers interference-free "quiet zones" around their frequencies in order to permit accurate readings of very weak signals from outer space.
The U.S. proposals provide for a significant increase in radio astronomy 
allocations.

Solar Power Satellite Systems

We propose a single frequency for an experimental solar power 
satellite system. NASA and DOE are exploring the possibility of a synchronous 
satellite to collect solar energy, convert it to direct current and then 
transform it into microwave power for transmittal to collecting terminals 
on earth where it would be converted into usable electric power.

NON-ALLOCATION PROPOSALS

The non-allocation proposals in the U.S. submission to the ITO relate 
to changes in technical parameters to present services and to possible changes in ITO procedures for administering spectrum allocations.

Sane of the technical proposals are very important but controversial.
Ihe most important deal with various aspects of sharing among different 
services —  which is very important to accommodating U.S. proposed changes 
to the allocations.

With regard to procedural changes, we propose few changes because 
we think the present procedures have worked well. We are, however, 
studying foreign proposals for procedural changes and it is likely we 
will affirmatively support seme of these.
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Mr. R obin son . We filed a sum mary,  as a m at te r of f act , as par t of 
our proposal  so it  is very easy  to pull th at  summ ary  out.

I would  like to out line  very  briefly some of the  b roa d objectives  and  
then  to come bac k and  assess wh at are  some  of the  ma jor  problem  
areas th at  I th ink we face at  the  conference.

Fi rst , perhap s the  mo st obvious object ive , we seek to achieve an 
in ter na tio na l agreem ent  on nece ssary and inc rem ent al chan ges— and  
I wa nt  to undersc ore the words “in cre menta l cha nge s”—in freq uen cy 
allocations  and rel ate d regula tion s.

Mr . F ascell. You be tter  tra ns late  it  int o Englis h first.
Mr . R obinson. OK . Le t me say th at  I  pu t the word “increm ental” 

in ju xta posit ion  to “wholesale.” We do no t see the need  for a wholesale 
revision  of the  rad io regula tion s or the  tab le of allocations. Wha t we 
have  trie d to do is to take  pa rti cu lar area s where we th ink the  needs  
have chan ged or new needs  had  come along and  to provide for those 
within the  overa ll fram ewo rk of the  p res ent reg ula tor y scheme.

When I say  “increm ental ” I mean ad jus tin g the  regula tions at  the  
margin, so to speak,  makin g changes here and the re in pa rti cu lar 
allocation ban ds,  fine tun ing  the  pro ced ura l regula tions— thin gs of 
thi s chara cte r—as opposed to looking at  the conference  as if it  h ad  to 
re inve nt  the  whole wheel. That  is an im po rta nt  pa rt  of our  str ateg y 
because vre do no t th ink th at this confe rence  should at te m pt  to st ar t 
from  scratch. The IT U  str uc ture  as it  now  exist s is a valuab le one, 
it  is a useful one, and  i t h as worked.  The rad io regula tions,  we believe, 
are effect ive and  they  serve no t only our int ere sts , bu t the  intere sts  
of the world at  large.  So w hen  I say  “inc rem en tal ,” I mean marginal  
changes to ad jus t, as opposed to overhaul ing , the radio regula tion s.

Mr . F ascell. In othe r words, pre par e a spoke but n ot  build a wheel.
Mr. R obin son . T hat  is it  exac tly.
We seek also to main ta in  those  procedures which pro vide maxim um 

flexibility and ad ap tabi lit y to chan ging  ne eds.  I will come back to the 
signif icance of th at  pa rti cu lar object ive  in a moment.

Mr. F ascell. And  the mechan ism th at  is going to be used to 
acco mpl ish that?

Mr. R obinson. Yes.
Three , we wish to  str en gthe n the role of th e IT U  as the in te r

na tio na l org anizat ion  responsible for imple me nting  WAR C decisions 
con sis ten t, of course, wi th our  sovereign rights . We are awa re th a t 
there has  been some unh app ine ss wi th the IT U . We,  ourse lves,  have 
sha red  some of th at unh app iness. How ever, we th ink the  IT U  has 
been a very effec tive and perha ps one of the mo st, if no t the mo st, 
effective specialized agenc ies in the U.N.  sys tem  and we whole
he ar ted ly  supp ort the IT U  in its  cu rre nt  role.

Four , we supp ort changes in in ter na tio na l allo cati ons  and  rel ate d 
freque ncy  m anagem ent procedures which will accommodate the needs 
of oth er na tions  consi stent,  of course, wi th our own esse ntia l req uir e
me nts . Obv ious ly we are cau tious in wh at  we embrace. We  do have  a 
genuine  in ter es t in supp ortin g the  needs and  req uir em ents of othe r 
cou ntr ies  while  avo idin g the im pact of efforts which we th ink are 
misguided  and  p erh aps pol itically  m ot ivated  w hich might wor k to the  
de tri men t of the cu rre nt  system.



Now laying aside those four general objectives, how well will we be 
able to secure our objectives and our specific proposals? Well, as you might expect, there are several schools of thought and the two most prominent schools of thought happen to be at polar ends of the 
spectrum. On the one hand there are the conventionalists, if I may call them that, who see the Conference as p ret ty much following the traditional patte rn, the technical patt ern which has been described as a kind of an old boys’ club—some disputes, some controversy 
but  largely contained within a technical environment, certainly one largely free of political confrontation.

Mr. Fascell. I also believe in the Easter Bunny and the Tooth Fairy.
Mr. Robinson. No comment, Mr. Chairman.
At the opposite end of the  spectrum there is another school which I don’t know exactly how to describe, but  it is at the opposite end of the pole. It  sees the WARC as essentially a Donnybrook. One observer in what I can only describe as verbal abandon has described the Conference as the coming “Armageddon” of the new world in

formation order. I think  such apocalyptic forecasts are not apt. I 
think  tha t they are the product  of some overexercised imagination. There is a little bit of truth  in them, but  then there is a little bit of tru th in the  conventional view as well and in fact I think  t ha t seeing the tru th on both sides leads to an intermedia te judgment about the probable outcomes of the Conference.

Let me outline in specific terms what I think this implies. First  of all, I expect t ha t there will be considerable resistance to proposals to which we attach a great deal of importance in the high frequency spectrum. We have, as you probably know, Mr. Chairman, asked for substantial increases in allocations to HF  broadcasting.
Mr. Fascell. Excuse me. Do you want to stop right there? That is why I had tha t litt le piece of paper brought up to you if it is of any value. You are talking about HF which I assume means high frequency.
Mr. Robinson. High frequency broadcasting.
Mr. F ascell. Does tha t piece of paper represent the total spectrum?
Mr. Robinson. This represents the total spectrum up to 300 megahertz.Mr. Fascell. Wha t are you talking about?
Mr. Robinson. I am talking about this line right here. You will 

see from the different colors here tha t there are a lot of different services involved. Broadcasting has only a relatively small part of tha t.
Mr. Fascell. When you are talking about broadcasting, what  are you talking about?
Mr. R obinson. I am ta lking about really two operations, domestic broadcast operations and international  broadcast  operations.
Mr. Fascell. When you are talking about broadcasting with 

respect to the high frequency spectrum, what  are you talking about? Are you talking about radio or something special?
Mr. Robinson. No. For our purposes, from our point of view, I 

am ta lking about  VOA or Radio Free Europe line here.
Mr. Fascell. What does that mean?
Mr. Robinson. International broadcasting.
Mr. Fascell. You would not be able to pick it up? You mean transmission?
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Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. That is on the high frequency band?
Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. Broadcasting?
Mr. Robinson. Yes. «
Mr. Fascell. Did you say shortwave?
Mr. Robinson. Shortwave and international.
Mr. Fascell. You are talking about internat ional shortwave 

transmission? v
Mr. Robinson. We are talking about primarily  interna tional broad

casting but the broadcast allocations are not limited to international  
broadcasting and many countries use them for domestic purposes.
That is an important point because what we have at stake are two 
rather different services—both called broadcasting services but they 
have different characteristics. The Soviet Union, for example, China,
India—large countries such as these—use shortwave or HF broad
casting extensively for  domestic operations the way we use AM -FM 
radio.

Mr. Fascell. I  didn’t mean to distract you but  I jus t wanted to 
be sure we understood what you were talking about when you said 
you expect considerable resistance to the U.S. proposal with respect 
to substantial increases in high frequency broadcasts.

Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. I gather  “allocations” means tha t the United States  

is seeking for itself a bette r allocation or more allocation or greater  
allocation or whatever it is th at you are t alking about.

Mr. Robinson. Yes. We are seeking a larger allocation for the 
service which would be used worldwide, not  ]ust by us, of course, 
but  by everyone worldwide. We are seeking it for all broadcasters 
everywhere. Our motivation in seeking it is for our internationa l 
broadcast opera tions but we recognize th at there will also be domestic 
operations as well.

Mr. Fascell. Excuse me for interrupt ing. I think you have to 
stop right there and make it clear a t least to me—maybe everybody 
else unders tands this.

When you are talking about a greater allocation on tha t high 
frequency spectrum, will you please explain what it  is that you mean?

Mr. Robinson. Well, in simplest terms it means taking frequencies 
from other services and allocating them to broadcasting. Let me find 
a particular band here.

Mr. Fascell. You mean the amount of activity on th at particu lar 
band is finite?

Mr Robinson. I t is finite. That  is kind of a tough technical ques
tion because our proposals-----

Mr. Fascell. More or less then. »
Mr. Robinson. More or less because our proposals do not propose 

exclusive allocations and tha t is the hear t of the controversy.
Mr. Fascell. I am trying to do anything but get technical, Mr. 

Robinson. <r
Mr. Robinson. So am I.
Mr. Fascell. So maybe you will have to take it down one more 

notch to be simple for me.
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Mr. Robinson. What I am suggesting is tha t we would expand 
this band. Like this purple band, we would expand those bands 
particula rly into adjacent bands in most cases. What tha t would 
mean is if we were proposing exclusive allocations we would take

* tha t pink band there which would become purple. Tha t is not  what 
we are proposing. We are proposing a sharing arrangement so tha t 
both services can operate, both the broadcasting and the other  
service.

* The other service in all cases here for practical purposes is fixed 
operation. Fixed operation is a point-to-point service for telephony, 
telephone, and telegraph. The fixed service is widely used part icularly  
outside the United States for ordinary telephone relay. The de
veloping countries in particula r are resistant  to the idea of giving up 
or even sharing large parts of that spectrum.

Mr. Fascell. Even though they are not  using it?
Mr. Robinson. They are using it .
Mr. Fascell. They are using it?
Mr. Robinson. They are using it. What we are trying to convince 

them is that they can continue to use it on a time shared or a geo
graphically shared basis.

Mr. Fascell. Why does the United States want it and why are the 
developing nations opposed to it?

Mr. Robinson. We want it because we have a great amount of 
congestion in the  broadcast bands and we foresee expanded operations 
in shortwave broadcasting over the next 20 years. We just  don’t 
think it can be accommodated within the present allocations.

Mr. F ascell. Well, give us an example what  kind of a problem we 
are running into.

Mr. Robinson. Well, the problem we are running into is that 
basically the developing countries in part icular, or many of them, ju st 
do not want to sacrifice.

Mr. F ascell. W hat I  meant by th at is, what kind of problem is the 
United States running into which causes it to submit this proposal, the 
crowding or whatever it is?

Mr. R obinson. The reception difficulties.
Mr. Fascell. The reception difficulties, interference.
Mr. R obinson. Interference.
Mr. Fascell. Garbling.
Mr. R obinson. Yes.
Mr. M ica. Like what, for instance? In what  area?
Mr. R obinson. I am sorry. I don’t understand your question.
The programs are not getting  through, they are being interfered 

with.
Mr. F ascell. What programs?

* Mr. Robinson. No; radio broadcasting. News, public affairs, 
entertainment, music, whatever VOA puts  on. Mr. Peter Strauss is 
back here and I think he can give you a bett er view of w hat VOA’s 
program traffic is like than I can. It  is the evening news, public affairs,

* music, whatever is carried.
Mr. P ritchard. How about our local radio stations?
Mr. Robinson. No; our local radio stat ions are not affected because 

we don’t opera te domestically in this band. Our domestic radio stations 
operate in the MF and VHF regions.
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Mr.  P ritchar d. Bu t oth er cou ntr ies  do.
Mr.  R obinson. Some o the r co untrie s do.
Mr.  P ritchar d. And th at  is the rub.
Mr.  R obinso n. Well, th at  is the  com plic atio n, yes. The biggest 

prob lem, however , is n ot  th at  o ther  cou ntr ies  o perate domestic ally  in 0the  band  bu t th at  othe r cou ntri es have fixed service req uirem en ts,  
po int -to -poin t teleph ony, and they  d on’t w an t to sacrifice tho se ba nd s 
in order to  increase b roadcast allocat ions. T hat  is where we are ru nn ing 
into the  conf lict such as it  is. I t is going  to be a very co ntr ov ers ial  v
item . I  don ’t say  th a t------

Mr. P ritc hard. W ha t ben efit  is it for  th a t co un try  t o give it up to  
us?

Mr . R obinso n. Th ey  are no t giving it up to us. W ha t they  th ink 
the y are sacr ificing is their  access to the  fixed service which we do n’t 
use as mu ch as they  do. They would be giving it  up to the  broa dc as t 
service which they  and we jo in tly  use but they  would be giv ing  up 
their  tele phone rel ay  sys tem s, their  equiv ale nt of our  microwave 
relays.

Mr . F ascell. I th ink you can  appre cia te why we have been  going 
to squ are  one in thi s discussion constan tly , Mr . Robinson , because 
it is not  only  an edu cat ional process bu t it  is also a p ercept ion  process .

Mr.  R obinson. I understand.
Mr.  F ascell. Dev elop ing cou ntr ies  believe they  own th at  an d 

somebody is try ing to tak e it  away from them .
Mr. R obinson. Tha t is p recis ely right.
Mr . F ascell. That  is going  to be difficult enough.
Mr. R obin son . That  is prec isely  r igh t.
Mr . F ascell. I t is like the  old sto ry.  I ju st  learn ed how to tu rn  

the  kn ob on the  radio and you are throwing  in ternational broadc as tin g 
at  me. I hav e no t figured ou t how to get  the  pic ture on my  TV set  
ye t. So, you know, we are going to have to be sure  th at  our per cep 
tions of wh at  you  are saying are on the  same wav elen gth  or we are 
going to be at  o pposite  ends of the  spe ctrum.

Mr. R obin son . Very good.
Mr . F ascell. H ow abou t ge tting  to the  second point.
Mr . R obin son . Fi rs t of all let  me say on all the  HF services, and 

the re is cer tain ly a degree  of com pet ition, we expect th at  the  prima ry 
difficulty is going  to be wi th the  lesser  deve loped countri es, the de
veloping  countries. They are the  ones who hav e the  mo st pressing, 
con tinu ed need for this fixed service and  who are res isting the  in
creased allocations for bro adcasting  the  mo st strenu ous ly.

The second are a of ma jor  difficulty which real ly covers alm ost  all 
the  res t of the  spe ctrum  here  is a series  of services, or rea lly it  is a 
vari ed set  of services, all usin g satelli tes . I t deals  with sat ell ite  allo
cations.  Her e the prob lem is no t uniqu ely  one of Nor th  and  South , wit  is n ot  so much a prob lem between the develop ing and  the  developed 
countries. In  fac t, the  larg est  prob lem we have is reconciling our  
dem and s for new satelli te allocations  with those of oth er developed 
countries and  some of our  mo st pressing  problems  are with our  4Western allies.

Mr . F ascell. Now, is the  satell ite  problem  on th at  cha rt?
Mr. R obinso n. N o, sir.
Mr . F ascell. You say no, sir?
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Mr. R obin son . Beca use “sate lli te” is no t a service. I would ha ve  
to identi fy the  services ind ivid ual ly. Th ey  are all satell ite  services.

Mr. F ascell. The satell ite  is ju st  a vehic le by  which the  service 
is going to be delivered.

w Mr . R obin son . That  is r igh t. I will have some—well, maybe  some
of the m are ind ica ted . You have some In te lsat  services ind ica ted  
here.  Tha t is a fixed sat ell ite  service. There  shou ld be some broa d
cast satelli tes  here.

Mr . F ascell. Is n’t th at control led by  the coun try  th at pu t the  
sat ell ite  in the  air?

Mr . R obinson. The allo cations  a re m ade  to a service  and the  way in 
which a coun try  gets  its  use of th at , its  sha re so to speak, is by  filing 
wi th the IF R B  a not ice  of ass ignment to a par tic ular  user, wh eth er it 

I is a sat ell ite  use r or an AM bro adcaste r.I Mr. F ascell. So j us t because I have a s ate llit e th at  can  do the job
I does no t necessarily mean I am going to be able to provide som ebody
I service through  the satelli te.I Mr. R obin son . You n oti fy  the  I FR B  of w ha t allocations  y ou wa nt
I and  you  coo rdinate those req uir em ents wi th oth er countri es.
I Mr. F ascell. You may then  pu t a sat ell ite  in the  air?
I Mr. R obin son . You ma y then  p ut a s ate llit e in the  air. T hat  is the
I way  it  is done . Now the  In te lsa t, of course, is a global sys tem .
I Mr. F ascell. Glob al sys tem . W ha t does th at mean?
| Mr . R obinson. I t means the  whole world for all prac tic al purposes
I pa rti cip ate s in it.  There  are  over 100 users and  100 owners .
I Mr. F ascell. I s th at  under a consort ium ?
I Mr. R obin son . Yes.I Mr. F ascell. I s i t a separat e writ ten document?I Mr. R obin son . Yes. We pa rti cipa te  in In te lsat  th roug h Co ms at
I and  ot her s do  so th rou gh  th eir  post and  telecom municatio ns min istr ies .
I There  are seve ral services at  sta ke  here in thi s frequenc y region. I
I won ’t go in to  the details  bu t the re are the  broadcast  service, fixed
I service simi lar to ours, the  mobi le sa tel lite  services, and  also ou r domes-
I tic sat ell ite  services such  as Coms tar , RC A and  W estst ar  and  oth ers .
I Some othe r services are : Indu str ia l, Scien tific, and  Me dical (IS M) .
I There  is a new sys tem which we are experiementin g wi th called a
I sola r pow er transm ission  sys tem . You won’t see th at  on yo ur  ch art .
I En vironm en tal  sensing, a new service which is now in use wi th
I La nd sa t and Sea sat  and  is an exp and ing  pro gram as you  may  know.
I Radio  navig ation  satelli tes . The Un ited State s is pioneer ing the
I dev elopm ent  of a new radio navig ation  sat ell ite  which has  to be
I accommodated in the radio spe ctrum.I Am ate ur  satell ites for the am ate urs , a va rie ty  of sa tel lite  services.
| All of these are in varyi ng  degrees con troversia l and  the  th ing th at

mak es the m mo st con trov ersi al is in the choice area s of the spectru m 
where we are try ing to  secure new allocations  for the m.  Th ere  is a 
lim ited  am ount of space  ava ilab le and  there  is a cos t pe na lty  if you  
tr y  to go up to the higher  reg ions of the  s pectrum  so every body w ants 
to crowd down aro und in this region of the spect rum— here , for ex
ample , thi s is SH F—or maybe dow n to the U II F  region.

Th ird , and  rel ate d to the problem s of accom modat ing  new sat ell ite  
serv ices , is t he  whole vexin g problem of p lannin g. Plannin g is a t erm  of 
ar t in IT U  parl ance.  I t  m eans th at  i ns tea d of h av ing  t he  flexible kin d

69-439 0 - 8 0 - 2
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of assignment procedures which I described a moment ago whereby you allocate to a service and then each country notifies the Inte rna tional Frequency Registration Board of assignments to individual users, you plan the band on a fixed basis. Every country gets a fixed piece of the pie or a fixed slice of the orbital arc. *Now there is going to be a great deal of pressure at this conference to have more of those kinds of plans than  they have had in the past and it all has to do with the attem pt to secure for the developing countries in parti cular a guaranteed fair access to the spectrum and to >the geostationary orbit. This is, in contras t to some of the allocation problems tha t I just  mentioned, a distinctly north-south issue.Mr. Pritchard. What do they  do with tha t share?
Mr. Fascell. Pu t their name on it.
Mr. Robinson. In many cases th at is it.
Mr. Pritchard. In many cases they do not have the capacity to use it.
Mr. Robinson. In some cases, in many cases, they would not.That is the nub of the problem right there. Without being disparaging of Togo, I daresay it is a very unlikely prospect that  they will launch a satellite anytime within the next 20 years. It  is t ha t kmd of problem and yet planning would lead to tha t kind of chopping up of the spectrum.
We think it would destroy the flexibility which has worked, we believe, very well in accommodating not  just the developed country  users but  the developing as well. Many developing countries are launching their own satellites now, they are not having tha t much difficulty getting their fair share, but we are afraid tha t if you tried to plan the entire spectrum or the orbital arc it would just be productive of inefficiency and waste.
Mr. Pritchard. Is there a shortage now?
Mr. Robinson. Well, t ha t is a mat ter of perception. We say no as a practical matte r. There are obviously some constraints, yes, but  there is enough spectrum, there is enough orbital arc to accommodate the present and foreseeable future uses. Technology is constan tly expanding—not only expanding the reach of usable spectrum upward but also permitting more intensive use of any particular piece of the spectrum so technology really is allowing us to make much more effective use.
The problem with the prefixed plans is tha t they have to be made on the basis of an existing technology and they cannot be easily changed as technology changes. You can imagine trying to develop a fixed satellite plan on the  basis of 1963 technology. The 1963 Telsta r had,I think, a 250-circuit capacity. In telsa t 5 when it is launched will have,I think, a 24,000-circuit capacity, th at order of magnitude. There is no comparison. Now just in th at period of time what would you do if you twere stuck now with a plan based upon an obsolete technology? Tha t would be like having roads built to the specifications of the model T Ford.
Mr. Fascell. And you had to wait 20 years to get back to review it. *Mr. Robinson. Well, we might no t have to wai t 20 years, we don’t know, but you would certainly  have to wait longer than we think tha t you should have to wait.
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We also think there is another problem and that is once you get 
into this business of trying to carve up prefixed parts of the pie, how 
do you determine what is a country’s particu lar requirements? Well, 
you go ask them. W hat happens when you ask them?

• Mr. Fascell. The same thing tha t happens around here—they ask
for the  whole pie.

Mr. Robinson. That  is right. If you want  a t est of what  happens, 
go out and offer free lunches on the corner; there will be a long line 

4  waiting for them. Why not? Nobody can afford to turn  away some
thing tha t is free whether they  want it or not. To them it is free. Th at 
perhaps is a crude way of characterizing it but  tha t is the problem 
that actually has occurred in  past planning conferences.

As I mentioned a moment ago, we have plans now. We do think 
tha t there is some merit to having plans for certain worldwide services 
where i t is absolutely imperative. We accept, for example, planning 
for maritime mobile frequencies, aeronautical frequencies, safety of 
life services of that kind particularly. The problem tha t we face now 
is a pressure to extend the planning to two kinds of services where we 
don’t think it is practical. One of them is the HF broadcast region 
that I spoke of a moment ago. Everyone would get their little share of 
frequencies.

The technical difficulties of working out a plan for tha t service are 
jus t mind boggling. The same thing with the fixed satellite service 
such as these Intelsat down links here you saw under the SHF line. 
Those are fixed satellite services. Again we don’t see any practical ' 
way of planning that in advance. We vastly prefer to stay with the 
existing system which we think is workable but we are s tuck with this 
problem of perceptions. The developing countries perceive that the 
present system locks them out, does not allow them access or that  i t 
will not allow them access 10 years from now when they are ready to 
launch their satellites.

We understand tha t perception. I mean it is a real concern, it is a 
legitimate concern, but  we don’t think tha t there is any way of 
developing a fancy plan tha t will guarantee to them what  they 
want without really messing up the whole system, if I can put  it 
bluntly.

We are prepared to examine the plans individually. If somebody 
can develop a plan, we will be happy  to sit down and examine it 
critically to see whether i t is workable. The problem we face right now 
is tha t everybody talks about planning the fixed satellite service, 
planning the HF broadcas t service, but they don’t come up with any
thing. They just talk about doing it and they want a commitment to 
do it w ithout having any particu lar design in mind as to how it will be 
done.

« We are considering other possible alternatives, some form of
change in the regulation which would guarantee or assure equitable 
access. We stress equitable—fair ana equitable—not necessarily 
equal. I t seems to be quite impractical to expect tha t every country

. would have precisely the same access. But  fair and equitable access
we are all for, and we are all for trying to find some way of insuring 
tha t the developing world has it without trying to bend the system 
out of shape in ways which we think  will not rebound to their benefit 
any more than ours.
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Some of the tech nical issues also have  a pol itical dimension. There  
are some issues th a t are purely pol itical, in the sense th a t they  are really tan gent ial  to the  conference itself.

Mr . F ascell. Before you  get  into th at , le t’s b rea k rig ht  the re to go 
and  vote . Th en  we will come back and hear  abou t the poli tics of thi s *conference.

Mr . R obin son . Good.
[Whereupon,  at  10:54 a.m., the sub comm itte e recessed and rec onven ed at  11 :08 a.m.] *
Mr . F ascell. T he  s ubc om mittee will reconvene and you can  st ar t telli ng us abou t the poli tics of thi s conference .
Mr. R obin son . T o a certa in ex ten t I have,  Mr . Chairma n, because  some of the mo st difficult pol itical problem s rel ate  to thi s quest ion  of 

planning  because the concern of the  L D C’s in  th is regard  is ve ry much 
of a whole dissat isfact ion  of their role in the in ter na tio na l scheme of 
things and they  perceive  the  need to ga in grea ter  independe nce  in social  and  cu ltu ral  affairs. Fi rs t they  w on their  polit ica l independe nce  
and then  the y have  be en stru ggling to ge t economic independence  and 
the last of the  m ajo r pu shes is  to get  c ult ural and social independence . Comm unicat ions is vi tal  to th a t int ere st.

So havin g a sha re of the  rad io spect rum  or the orbit al arc  is ve ry im po rta nt  in terms  of symb olic poli tics qu ite  ind ependent of wh eth er 
they  really req uir e it for their opera tional services. In  othe r words, 
they  perceive  th at under the  presen t sys tem  they  are too beh olden to 
deve loped cou ntr ies  and  they  see thi s planning  as one way of gu aran 
teeing th at  they  will hav e equal stat ur e in the  com municatio ns field.

Mr . P ritch ard. Under  the presen t sys tem  now wh at is th is in te rna tio na l organizat ion?
Mr . R obinson. The IT U, the In te rn at iona l Teleco mm unica tions Union.
Mr. P ritch ard. H ow is th at dec isionma king  done the re?  Is  it  by vot ing? Is it  t hro ugh commissioners? How does th at work?
Mr. R obin son . Th e IT U  has a pe rm an en t secre tar iat . There  are 

ac tua lly  several  bodies of the IT U  th at fun ction  in sem iau tonomous  ways bu t it  is a gro up of------
Mr. P ritch ard . Are all na tions  connected to it?
Mr . R obin son . Yes. There  are 154 mem bers  of the  IT U. Th ey 

hav e a perm an en t b ody of civil serva nts  t hat are elected at  th e v arious  
confe rences. Th ey  won ’t hold  elec tions  a t thi s conference bu t they  
hold  elec tions at  ple nip ote nti ary  confe rences, for example. Th ey  are 
no t a deci sion mak ing bod y in the sense of the  Congress or the  FC C 
bu t ra th er  a facil ita tin g m echa nism . Members  r etain their  sove reig nty  
rights  under the  conven tion  and the  IT U  is bas ical ly the  se rvan t of the  members to help  coo rdin ate  the  v iews.

Mr P ritch ard . Are the  develop ing nations ha pp y wi th thi s »organizat ion?
Mr. R obin son . Yes, the y are. Some pa rts  of it. They would like 

to see some pa rts  of it  str ength ened  because  they  perceive th at  the  
IT U  has  reason ably looked aft er  their  intere sts . Tha t does no t mean *to say  the y are satis fied with the  exact st ru ctur e or the  prese nt pro 
cedures of the  IT U ; they  would seek a numb er of changes the re in fav or of the  develop ing countries.
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Mr. P ritchard. D o they  th ink th at  the deve loped countr ies  have 
been  dom ina ting?

Mr R obin son . Yes, they  do, to some ext ent . Th ey  hav e been  
dominating at  l east the  procedures and  the  str uc ture  of allocations.

Mr . P ritchard . I s th at  b ecau se of the  staff?
Mr. R obinson. N o; th at  is because of the way  in which the rad io 

regula tion s are wr itten , which are  adm iniste red  by  the  IF RB , for 
example, which is the centr al frequenc y reg ist rat ion board . The IT U  
is, I th ink , widely perc eive d amo ng the  develop ing cou ntr ies  as 
benef icial, ben ign , and  help ful to them.

Mr. P ritchard. Well, I didn ’t m ean  to in te rrup t y our p res en tat ion . 
Go ahead.

Mr . R obinson. I  was say ing  th at to some ex ten t the re are poli tica l 
forces  beh ind  thes e tech nical req uir em ents bu t the re is also anoth er 
se t of pol itical issues th at  are no t dir ectly  rel ate d to things like plan 
nin g or frequenc y allocations.  The se are the kin ds of issues th at  we 
have  seen arise  in UN ESCO , th ey  are the  kin ds of things we have 
seen  arise  in the  U.N.  sys tem  general ly.

There  is an emerging dialog ab ou t a so-cal led New Wo rld inform a
tio n ord er and  you  hav e probably heard  som eth ing  ab ou t th at . Thi s 
New World inform ation  order is a c onc ept—it  is at  lea st a  labe l—which 
we have accepted. We accepted th at in a special pol itica l com mit tee  
of the  U.N.  reso luti on last  year,  bu t so far it  is a labe l wi th
ou t sub stance .

Whatev er the subst ance of the so-ca lled new world  inform ation  
ord er should be, we don’t th ink th at  the WAR C is an ap prop ria te  
place to tr y  to define it  so we will res ist  effor ts to deba te,  discuss, 
argu e over such  questio ns as free flow versus  balanc ed flow of info r
ma tion—which is a p rominent elem ent  in the  new world  inform ation  
ord er today. We will dow nplay que stio ns such as tech nology  tra ns fer  
which is a larg e issue in the  deba te over the  new world  inform ation  
order, no t because we are no t willing gene rally to engage in discussion 
ab ou t these bu t because we don’t th ink th at  the  WA RC  is the  pro per 
forum  for doin g so. We are a li ttl e nervous th at  if we g et bogged down 
in a len gthy  rhe tor ica l deba te ab ou t ab st ra ct  principles we won’t get  
on wi th the business of rea rra ng ing  th at ch ar t th at  I ha d ou t here  a 
mi nu te ago—which seems to have  disa ppeared.

Mr . P ritchard. W ha t kin d of response  hav e you been ge tting  
from  these na tio ns  you  have been visi ting ?

Mr. R obinson. Mixed. Usually  in face -to-face discussions we 
have  found even  the  mo st ac tiv ist  of the lesser deve loped cou ntr ies— 
those, for exam ple in the  non alin ed group— are willing to sit  down 
and ta lk  in concrete, specific ter ms  ab ou t thei r problem s and  ours , 
bu t un fo rtu na tel y as we h ave  been  fo llowing a n um ber of mee ting s of 
the nonalin ed mo vem ent  general ly—meetin gs of the broadc as t 
org ani zat ion s i n the nonalin ed mo vem ent and  the tele com mu nicatio ns 
organizat ion s in the nonalin ed mo vem ent —we see in some of those 
meetin gs an emerging rhe tor ic which dis tur bs  us.

We see two things . We see f irst  of all the kinds of p roposals which I 
mentio ned  ear lier—for pla nning  of HF broadcas t frequencies , for 
pla nning  of fixed sa tel lite  frequencies , special allocat ion  res erv ations 
or set-asid es for the LDC’s. Tho se issues we can  h andle  on the me rits
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provid ing  people will discuss the m on the merits,  provid ing  they  will be willing to sit  down and negoti ate  on—I don’t wa nt  t o say  technical basis bu t more or less on the basis  of the  proposals them selves, as opposed to brin ging them fo rth  under some sort of ideological banner such  as the  new world  inform ation  order, the need  to rem ove  “ideological or cu ltu ral  imperia lism ” and  all th at  sort of thing.The oth er side of thes e mee tings, wh at  is coming out, however, is no t ju st  the  discussion of the HF plans, fixed satell ite  plans, bu t this oth er rhe tor ic— cultu ral  imperia lism , New Wor ld inf orm ation  order. We ju st  d on ’t th ink th at  is ve ry p roductive . We ju st  d on ’t t hi nk  i t is very constru ctive  to ta lk  ab ou t those thin gs.  Some of t ha t is going to take  p lace  at  the WA RC , there  is no que stion ab ou t it ; it  t akes  p lace  at  e very mul tilate ral  confe rence. Kep t to a min imu m, it  won’t b othe r us, bu t if it  goes on too long, it  could rea lly  s abo tage the Conference.We are, as I mentio ned , develop ing pos itions to deal wi th all these issues as well as all the issues th at are on the agenda  and  some th at  are no t. I don’t th ink th at  we can  say  we know  every thi ng  th at is going  to arise at  the  Conference, bu t 1 will say  wi thou t fea r of contra dicti on  th at we hav e no t ye t been surprised  by anything  th at we hav e e nco untere d in the course of our p rep ara tio ns , anti I th ink we a re general ly able to an tic ipa te the ma jor  cont ingencies th at will arise at  the Conference.
Our str ate gy , as I said , is going to be to tr y  to keep  the discussion, the  deba te focused  specifically on  th a t c ha rt th at  we were b oth looking at.  We wa nt  to ta lk  about specifics. If they  w an t to ta lk  ab ou t plans, we will ta lk  ab ou t plans. If som ebody will pu t a plan on the tab le, we will ta lk  abou t it.  We will ta lk  ab ou t specific allocations  to broadcast ing,  fixed service, fixed broadc as t satell ite , wh ate ver . We are prepared to discuss all th at . We have  enough technica l exper ts so I don’t th ink we sh rink f rom t hat tas k, bu t if  we get mired in a general rhe tor ica l deba te it  is no t going to be a very com for tab le 10 weeks, I can  tell you  th at .
Mr . P ritchard. D o you feel y ou have  some very strong allies going in on  this?
Mr.  R obinson. Yes, we do. The allies are no t necessa rily  allies on all our  prop osals. I mean you  so rt of pick  and choose your  friends dep end ing on wh at  you  are proposing bu t, yes, we hav e some close allies. I th ink  we a re v ery  closely  ali ned to  m any of the  othe r developed  countries alth ough no t to all. In ter es tin gly  enough, we hav e quite  a numb er of paralle ls betw een the Un ited State s and  the  Sov iet Union, even  perhap s between the  Un ite d State s and  Chi na. Pol itics  makes strange  bedfellows and  WA RC  is no exception. We are no t entire ly sure  who we will line  up with in the  Conference bu t it would no t be cor rec t to say  t hat the  l ineup of the  Conference will necessar ily follow general  politi cal lines. We even  h ave  some allies among the develop ing cou ntr ies  we th ink we can w ork very closely wi th.
Well, I mentio ned  a mo ment ago we had exp erts  to deal  wi th all these issues. I migh t say  fina lly th at we have been  busy pu tti ng  to ge the r a  tea m of exper ts. I t hink  you  have a copy of the cu rre nt  delegatio n and it  cons ists of 64 peop le no t cou nting 8 congressional rep res entat ive s. We hav e asked each  Hou se to subm it fou r cong ressiona l re pre sen tat ive s for  the  Conference.
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In addition to this group we also have a large support staff now 
numbering over 30, so all told we will have over 100 people at the 
Conference. Tha t is a lot of people to look after. We will also be sup
ported by a backup team here in Washington. We have already picked 
tha t team and identified who its contact points are.

So in sum, I  think that we are reasonably well prepared for the Con
ference. I don’t th ink I would want to go there tomorrow, bu t maybe 
next month and certainly by September I am sure we will be as well 
prepared as we can be.

Thank  you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to respond to questions.
[Mr. Robinson’s prepared statement follows:]

P repared Sta te m ent of G le n O. R obin so n , C h a ir m a n , D el eg at ion 1979 
W orld A dm in is tr ati ve  R adio  Con fe re nc e

Mr. Chairman, members of the Conmittee, it is a pleasure to be with 

you today to review U.S. preparations for the 1979 World Administrative 

Radio Conference.

This is an important conference, as you well know, Mr. Chairman.

It will be the first ITU Conference in twenty years to consider virtually 

all uses of the radio spectrum, and the results of our meeting will 

probably have an effective lifetime of another twenty years. What this 

means is that we not only have to catch up with events of the past 

twenty years but forecast those of the next twenty.

These are challenging tasks. The world of electronic ccmunications 

is greatly different today than what it was in 1959, and no doubt it 

will change as much in the next score years as it has in the past. The 

only certainty is that electronic communications will grew in importance 

both domestically and internationally.

The central role of information and ccm un ications in modern economies 

has been such as to induce sane observers to describe the current era 

as an "information age". There are indeed impressive statistics to 

support that characterization. Econometric studies show that in the 

U.S., for exanple, as much as one-half of the GNP can be attributed to 

the collection, storage, nanipulation and transmission of information.

You do not have to trust the precise figure —  which rests on some
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debatable accounting classifications —  to accept the truth of the 

generalization: modem economies and m odem societies in general are 
becoming increasingly dependent on information and communication.

Not all of this information and communication activity is, of course, 
electronic. However, I do not think anyone here will seriously quarrel ®
with my asserting that, in modem societies, both information and 

communication activities are now dominated by electronics. And to the 

extent that electronic information and canmunications becomes more 
centrally important to modem society, so indeed does the radio spectrum 
which is the central means by which electronic information is transmitted 

among peoples. There in a nutshell lies the impor+anop of radio 
frequency management in general, and the 1979 WARC in particular. By 
regulating the use of the spectrum, the Conference can exert a powerful 
influence on the character of the flow of information both internationally 
and nationally.

At this point I should make the obvious point that, as with other 
international undertakings, we are bound by the work of the Conference 
only insofar as we submit to it. However, it must be borne in mind 

that the radio spectrum is an international resource which requires 
a measure of international agreement in order to be effectively used.
As a nation that is not only a major user of the spectrum, but one which 
uses it worldwide, we have a strong interest in maintaining a working 
international consensus on how this resource will be utilized. This 

does not mean that all nations everywhere have to agree on exactly the 

same patterns of use. Many uses can be, and are, determined on a 
national or regional basis; however, in general it is useful to think
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of the radio spectrum as a resource that requires sene degree of 

international agreement. That is what WARC is about.

Against this background we have been preparing for the 1979 WARC 

with uncommon effort. A reporter for the British journal "Economist" 

recently noted that the U.S. was "preparing for WARC as for the 

Olympic Games". The analogy between WARC and the Olympic Games may 

not be entirely apt but the general chacterization is accurate.

Certainly our preparatory efforts have been more elaborate than those 

for any previous WARC. They began some five years ago as a joint 

undertaking by the FCC, the predecessor to the present National Telecommuni 

cations and Information Administration (NTIA) and the State Department. 

Since that time virtually every major federal agency, as well as 

industry and public users too numerous to mention have actively 

participated in shaping U.S. requirements and U.S. proposals. Most of 

our proposals were submitted to the ITO, on schedule, at the end of 

January of this year. The remainder of our HF proposals were delayed 

pending internal resolution of a domestic contest over HF frequencies.

These were submitted in April.

The development of proposals is, of course, only one part of the 

preparatory process. We have been actively developing detailed position 

papers evaluating alternatives and trade-offs in light of what we 

have learned of the views of other ITO members.

And we have been very active in exploring what those views are.

I just returned from bilateral discussions in London, Paris and Algiers. 

Several of my colleagues on the team went on to Cairo. Other U.S. 

representatives are now in Latin America and one of my assistants will 

visit Belgrade later this month. Before this round of bilaterals we
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discussions in Moscow last year. Two weeks before that I was in the 

People's Republic of China discussing WARC; a week before that we 

held discussions with the Australians, Indonesians, Indians, and others 

in Asia and the Pacific. Before that were discussions in February and

March in Africa and Latin America. This recent schedule —  which is

all I have recounted —  is illustrative of a long term effort. For the 

past two and one-half years we have been engaged almost continuously 

in pre-Conference discussions on WARC, in all parts of the vorld.

Our pre-Conference discussions are now’ caning to a close. Wte 

anticipate one very important meeting of QAS countries in Bogota in 

July. However, from this point forward we will be focussing most of 

our energies on intensive evaluation of the proposals submitted by the

different countries as well as the information obtained in our discussions

and other information sources. I hope, however, we  will continue after 

the Conference the kind of dialogue we have established in preparation 

for it. These discussions have provided a foundation for future 

cooperation in the field of telecommunications which wall prove invaluable 

in the years to come.

Let me turn at this point to some of the main Conference issues.

I shall not attempt to outline the specific proposals we are making.

I will be happy to provide for the record a copy of those proposals or 

a narrative summary if the ccnmi ttee wishes. It might be useful, however, 

to summarize here the very broad objectives we seek to advance:

One, we seek to achieve international agreement on necessary, 

incremental changes in frequency allocations and related regulations
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in order to enhance U.S. economic, social, and national security 

interests.

Two, we seek to maintain those procedures which provide maximum 

flexibility and adaptability to changing needs.

Three, we wish to strengthen the role of the ITO as the international 

organization responsible for implementing WARC decisions, while not 

adversely affecting the sovereign rights of the United States.

Pour, we support changes in international allocations and related 

frequency management procedures which will accommodate the needs of 

other nations, consistent with our own essential requirements, while 

endeavoring to avoid or limit the impact of politically inspired efforts 

to impede fair and efficient use of the spectrum.

How well will we be able to secure our general objectives or our 

specific proposals? What do we foresee at the Conference? As might 

be expected, there are several schools of thought on the subject. One 

school envisions a reasonably smooth WARC along the traditional, 

technical pattern of such conferences —  one generally free of 

confrontational politics. At the opposite pole another school foresees 

a WARC fraught with political problems similar to those experienced at 

the Law of the Sea Conference or in some of the UNCTAD conferences. 

Adherents of this latter view envisage highly politicized, ideological 

confrontations —  essentially along "North-South" lines. One observer, 

in what can only be described as a spirit of verbal abandon, described 

WARC as the coming "Armageddon" of the New Wbrld Information Order 

debate. Such apocalyptic forecasts seem to me wildly exaggerated —

the product of over-active imagination and indiscriminant thinking.
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A careful appraisal of the situation right now leads to an 

intermediate judganent about the probable outcomes of the Conference.
*

Let me illustrate in specific terms what I think this implies:

First, I expect some considerable resistance to proposals which 

we have made for substantial increases in HF broadcast frequency *>

allocations. The resistance will come mainly from developing countries

which have continued need for other services which they fear would have 

to be sacrificed. We are attempting to show that the sacrifice would 

not be significant because of the possibility for sharing of frequencies, 

but I have to concede that there is considerable skepticism about the 

feasibility of sharing. Among some nations there may also be political 

hostility to increasing allocations for HF broadcasting inasmuch as 

it is used primarily for international broadcasting, but I think this is 

a lesser concern for most countries and probably not the foremost 

obstacle to allocations changes.

Second, we will almost certainly encounter great controversy over 

U.S. proposals to satisfy increased requirements for satellite allocations.

Here the problem is not uniquely one of conflict between developed and 

developing country needs; the larger problem is simply one of reconciling 

different demands for the spectrum —  demands that are relatively 

independent of general geopolitical orientation. In fact, with respect 

to most of the specific allocations issues, the most apparent conflicts 

turn out bo be among developed countries. At stake here are a variety 

of uses —  e.g., broadcast, fixed, and mobile satellite services,

solar power transmission, environmental sensing, radionavigation —  to

b
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name some of the prominent uses. In each service the U.S. has important 

proposals; some of them appear to have strong support, some have 

strong opposition.

Third, one of the most vexing problems that will confront us at the 

Conference will be the problem of trying to ensure the fair and equitable 

access by all nations to the spectrum and the geostationary orbit. This 

issue does have a distinctly North-South political orientation. We 

believe —  as do most other developed countries, and many developing 

countries as well —  that this can be assured through adherence to 

the present flexible procedures. However, a number of developing 

countries —  we cannot yet be certain how many —  believe otherwise 

and will insist on some form of more tangible guarantee of access. 

Proposals to provide such a guarantee will include establishment of 

allotment plans for the distribution of frequencies and orbital space 

slots on a country-by-oountry basis. Such plans have been proposed 

recently for twc services - the HF broadcast service and the fixed

satellite service.

Such proposals will have to be carefully and critically evaluated. 

While we endorse the principle of ensuring fair and reasonable access 

by all countries to the radio spectrum, we have in the past opposed 

allotment plans except in situations where such planning has been 

deemed essential to effective worldwide use. Our concern is a pragmatic 

one: allotment plans which distribute frequencies and orbital space 

to countries or areas in advance of the need do not allow optimal 

utilization of the spectrum; nor do they provide adequate incentives for 

adoption of spectrum and orbit-conserving technologies and patterns of use
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What kinds of compromises or trade-offs may be possible to meet 

developing country concerns will have to await the Conference. We 

are, however, continuing to consider, in consultation with many other 

developed and developing countries, all the different options that

may be possible. t f

I should mention other, less specific areas of potential conflict.

Seme are associated with the so-called New World Information Order,

which the developing countries perceive as a mechanism for redressing

what they see as the developed countries' dominance of world ccrrmunications.

In this regard we have followed with particular interest the various 

meetings of groups of the Non-Aligned Movement which have been endeavoring 

to work out a concerted strategy and proposals for the WARC. Although 

the details of possible common positions among the non-aligned are 

still missing, recent meetings of both non-aligned broadcasting and 

telecomnunications organizations indicate an apparent consensus among 

seme of the countries on some important subjects such as orbit planning,

HF broadcast planning, allocations preferences for developing countries

and same other matters. Although we would have difficulty with some of

the proposals as I mentioned earlier, I am confident that we can

constructively deal with them at the Conference if we can keep the

discussion focussed on their specific merits and keep to a minimum the

ideological politics and confrontational rhetoric that has characterized

some of the North-South debates to date. Unfortunately several recent

non-aligned meetings give evidence that at least some of the countries

see WARC as an occasion for just such a debate and also pursuing political

issues that properly have no place at the Conference. Recent meetings
of different groups of non-aligned countries in Yaounde, Cameroon

and Algiers are illustrative of the troublesome admixture of specific

technical concerns with more general political polemics along the lines t

of discussions in UNESCO and elsewhere on the New Wbrld Information

Order. Perhaps the most disturbing development in these two meetings
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was the attempt in Yaounde to remove Egypt from the meeting —  a warning 

that the recent battle in the World Health Assembly over Israel's 

voting rights,and the location of a regional WHO office in Egypt, may carry 

over into WAPC._

We are developing our positions to cope with all these issues 

as well as with the issues specifically on the agenda. We cannot pretend 

that we are able to predict precisely every contingency, but I can say 

that we have not yet been confronted with any surprises and I think 

we are in a posture to respond as appropriate to all matters which arise, 

whether or not they are specifically within the scope of the agenda.

Our strategy for dealing with all of these shifting challenges will be 

as flexible as possible, consistent with protecting our essential 

interests. We obviously recognize that succeeding on some issues 

is more important than on certain others.

Last but of course not least in our preparations we have been busy 

perfecting the organization of the decision-making processes in Geneva 

and in Washington. last month the Secretary of State approved a list 

of 64 nominees for the Delegation and it is scheduled to have its first 

meeting tomorrow. I think it is a well-balanced group, representative 

of the major federal government and private industry users as well as 

general public representatives. Almost all of them have been active 

as members of my Initial Delegation Group or as members of my Advisory

Ccnmittee.

Many decisions logically will be made on-the-spot, under my 

direction; but we also will need experienced advisors here, to obtain 

the quick well-coordinated guidance we will require frcm Washington 

itself. We have identified a team of agency advisors; in addition 

we expect to have continuing contact with industry and public repre

sentatives.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared testimony. I will be 

pleased to respond to any questions committee members may have.

Thank you.
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Mr . F ascell. T ha nk  y ou ve ry much.
W ith ou t objection,  we will plac e in the  r ecord the list  of the dele ga

tion as it  is prese ntly comprised and  which will me et tom orrow for  
the firs t time .

Mr. R obinson. Yes, sir.
[The  inform ation r efe rred to  follows:]

U.S. Delegation to the World Administrative R adio Conference, G eneva , 
September 24—November 30, 1979

Representative
Glen O. Robinson , Office of the Deputy Secretary of State, Dep artm ent  of Sta te. 
Alternate representatives
Wilson P. Dizard, Intern ational Communications  Policy, Bureau of Economic 

and Business Affairs, Depar tment  of St ate.
Samuel E. Probst, Director, Spectrum Plans and Policies, Nat iona l Telecom

munications and Info rmation Administra tion.
Kalmann Schaefer, Foreign Affairs Advisor, Federal Communications Com

mission.
Rich ard E. Shrum, Inte rna tional  Communications  Policy, Bureau of Economic 

and Business Affairs, Depar tme nt of St ate.
William R. Torak , Inte rna tional  and Operat ions Division, Office of Science and

Technology, Federa l Communications Commission.
Franc is S. Urbany,  Manager, Internatio nal  Communications, National  Tele

communications and Info rma tion  Administra tion.
Senior adviser
Hon. William vanden Heuvel, Uni ted States Mission, Geneva.
Advisers
Dexter Anderson, Telecommunications  Attach^, Uni ted States Mission, Geneva. 
Lewis Bradley, Spectrum Managem ent Division, Nat iona l Telecommunications 

and Info rmation Administ ration.
Charles Breig, Office of the Bureau Chief, Broadcast Bureau , Federal Communi

cations Commission.
Anna L. Case, Chief of the  Frequency Division, Voice of America.
William J. Cook, Assis tant to the Assis tant Secre tary of Defense, Depar tment of 

Defense.
Anthony M. Corrado, Execu tive Secretary, Interdepartm ent  Radio  Advisory

Committee, National  Telecommunications and Info rmation Administra tion.  
Rober t L. Cut ts, Chief, Intern ational and Operat ions Division, Office of Science

and Technology, Federal Communications Commission.
Harry A. Feigleson, Director, Elect romagnetic  Spectrum Management, Uni ted

States Navy .
John Gilsenan, Policy and Rules  Division, Private  Radio Bureau, Federa l Com

munications Commission.
Wendell Harris,  Policy and Rules  Division, Common Carrier Bureau, Federal

Communications Commission.
Melvin L. Harrison, Office of Inte rna tional  Communications Policy, Depar tment  

of S tate.
Ear l J. Holliman, Chief, Frequency Management Staff, Uni ted States Coas t

Guard.
Edward Jacobs, Chief, Inte rna tional  Conference Staff, Office of Science and

Technology, Federal Communications Commission.
George Jacobs, Director, Research and Engineering, Board for Int ern ationa l

Broadcasting .
Donald  Jansky, Associate Administrator, National  Telecommunications  and

Info rmation  Administra tion.
Raymon d Johnson, Acting Chief, Spectrum Managem ent Staff, Federal Aviation

Administrat ion.
Jay  Kenneth  Katzen , Office of Internatio nal  Communications Policy, Depar tment 

of S tate.
Wayne Kay, Senior Policy Analyst,  Office of Science and Technology Policy, 

White House.
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Harold Kimball, Chief, Communications and Frequency Management, Nat iona l 
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Ronald Lepkowski, Inte rna tion al and Satelli te Branch,  Common Carrier Bureau,  
Fede ral Communications Commission.

Stephen J. Lukasik, Chief Scientist, Federal Comm unications Commission.
•5  William Luthe r, Chief, Engineer ing Division, Field Opera tions Bureau,  Federal

Communications Commission.
Rober t May, Frequency Management Office, Uni ted States Air Force, Depar t

ment of Defense.
Rober t Mayher , Deputy Chief, Spectrum Engineering and Analysis Division, 

* Nat iona l Telecommunications and Information Administra tion.
Rober t P. Moore, Head,  Microwave Radiometry , Uni ted States Navy , Depart

ment of Defense.
Vernon I. McConnell, Frequenc y Manager , Depar tment  of Defense.
Neal McNaughten, Assis tant Chief, Broadcast  Bureau , Federal Communications 

Commission.
James E. Ogle, Director, Office of Radio  Frequency Management, Depar tment  

of Commerce.
Lawrence Palmer, Inte rna tional  Conference Staff, Office of Science and Tech 

nology, Fede ral Communications Commission.
Richard  Parlow, Acting Chief, Spect rum Engineering and Analysis Division, 

Nat iona l Telecommunications  and Info rmation Administration.
Pau l Phillips, Physical Scientist, Frequency Management, Uni ted States Army, 

Departm ent of Defense.
Richard  M. Price, Astronomy Research Section, Nat ional Science Foun dation.
Thomas Tycz, Internatio nal  Conference Staff, Office of Science and Technology, 

Federal  Communications Commission.
Arlan van Doom, Dep uty Chief, Private Radio Bureau , Federal Communica

tions  Commission.
Constant ine Warvariv, Office of Uni ted Nations Education al, Scientific and 

Cul tura l Organiza tion, Bureau of Inte rna tional  Organization Affairs, Depar t
men t of S tate.

Francis Williams, Chief, Tre aty  Branch, Office of Science and Technology, Federal 
Communications Commission.

Private sector advisers
Perry G. Ackerman, Manager, Systems Engineering Labo ratory, Hughes  Air

craf t Co.
Ann Aldrich, Professor  of Law, Cleveland S tate  University Law School, Cleveland, 

Ohio.
George Bartle tt, Vice President for Engineering, Nat iona l Association of 

Broadcasters .
Herber t Blaker, Manager, Comm unica tions /Regulato ry Policy, Rockwel l 

Internatio nal .
William Borman, Manager of Technical Programs, Motorola , Inc.
Nolan Bowie, Execut ive Director, Citizens Communications Center.
Charles Dorian, Director, Technical Planning, Comsat General Corp.
James A. Ebel, Chairman of the Satel lite Transmission Committee, ABC, CBS & 

NBC Network Affiliates Association.
E. Merle Glunt , Consultan t, American Radio Relay  League.
Rober t E. Greenquist, Assistant Vice President for Technical Policy and 

Standards, Western  Union.
David Honig, Assis tant Professor, Howard University.
Marion Hayes  Hull, Associate Director, Booker T. Washington Foundation. 
Kary l A. Irion, System s Analyst , Systematics General  Corp.

-i- Eugene Jackson, President,  National  Black Network.
John  J. Kelleher, Vice President, National  Scientific Laborator ies.
Sharon Nelson, Legislative Counsel, Consumers Union.
Edward Reinhart, Manager, CC IR and WARC Activities , Communicat ions 

Satell ites Corp.
- Ronald Stowe, Assis tant General Counsel, Satell ite Business Systems.

Hans Weiss, Directo r, Systems Studies, Communications Satel lite Corp.
H. E. Weppler, Engineering Director, American Telephone and Telegraph  

Co.

69-439 0 - 8 0 - 3
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Mr. Fascell. Mr. Buchanan.
Mr. Buchanan. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Fascell. Mr. Pritchard.
Mr. Pritchard. I have a couple of questions.
The Group of 77, is there a distinct  collection of the underdeveloped r

nations and is there a leader and is there a s trategy  forming among 
them?

Mr. Robinson. The G-77 group as such is not an active organiza
tion of the LDC’s in this forum. It  is rather the nonalined movement. *
Now there is an overlap between the nonalined movement and the 
G-77 group. There is extensive commonality of membership between 
the two groups but  there are some differences. The G-77 group is 
much more active in  the economic sector and the nonalinment move
ment is much more active in social, cultural, and communications 
areas.

The leaders in  the one are not necessarily prominent in the other 
although some of the leaders are the same. Leaders of the nonalined 
movement include such countries as Yugoslavia, Algeria, India, Cuba.
There are moderate voices and there are some immoderate voices.

Mr. Pritchard. Cuba is in the nonalined nations?
Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. Pritchard. Nonalined with whom?
Mr. Robinson. Well, there are a lot of strange labels tha t are 

used in international politics, Mr. Pritchard. I don’t think there is 
any formula by which they define themselves. Recently there was a 
conference at the nonalined movement in which they tried to throw 
out Egyp t on the grounds tha t having signed a trea ty with Israel, 
you could not possibly be nonalined. It  was Cuba tha t tried to throw 
Egyp t out. There are some tha t are more nonalined than  others, let 
me pu t i t that way.

Mr. Pritchard. Let me ask you this. This is very important to 
America and to Western world technology. As I  view it, this would 
be a very important m atter  for the United Stat es; of great importance 
to us and of great value to us to  have this system. To get all out of 
whack would be a severe economic problem for us. These developing 
nations, how much do they have on the line and how much do they 
recognize it as being important? It  seems to me when you are in a 
conference you are at a g reat disadvantage if the other people don’t 
feel t ha t they have very much on the line.

Mr. R obinson. I think they have quite a bit  on the line. In a very 
real sense, some of the smaller countries in par ticula r may have more 
on the line than  we. Being a large country  and somewhat isolated 
geographically, we are in a position to use the radio spectrum much 
more freely without constraint s from neighboring countries than 
many of them so they have quite a bit  on the line. Whether they per- „
ceive that is another question because you have this mixture of the 
technical people who do perceive it and the political people who 
probably do not perceive it, and every one of the delegations will have 
a mixture of both  groups on their delegation we are quite certa in. How 
the balance will work out, we don’t know. That is one of the unknowns, 
but  a lot of the Third  World rhetoric is coming out of information 
ministries or broadcast organizations of the information ministers.
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It  is f ar more prevalent at least in those circles th an it is in the spec
trum management  part.

Mr. Pritchard. Finally, how do you come to a decision in this sort 
of relation?

■* Mr. Robinson. You vote, You try  for a consensus if you can—and
some conferences are successfully concluded on the basis of a con
sensus—but I  think in this one there is going to have to be quite a bit  
of voting and major ity voting tha t will prevail. The country then

• tha t finds itself unable to accept the majority vote can take a res
ervation which is a decision not  to be bound to a particu lar issue. We 
have only taken one such reservation in the history of the I I  U.

Mr. Pritchard. You mean America has?
Mr. Robinson. America has, yes. In 1974 we recognized the neces

sity of keeping our options open. We may have to take reservations 
again bu t we would not like to do that because too many reservations 
in the whole system tend to bog i t down.

Mr. Pritchard. H ow much of this reservation can go on without 
the system working?

Mr. Robinson. Well, it depends upon the kind of service you are 
talking about and what they take a reservation  to. At some point 
it does break down. We have right now, for example, one of our 
biggest problems in the broadcasting area. Ih e  area I spoke of at 
length earlier is the fact tha t we have many countries operating in 
allocation bands and bands tha t are not allocated to broadcasting on 
the basis of a reservation which they took to the curren t allocation 
plan. The Soviet Union is one cf them, and that causes all kinds of 
problems when they operate “out of band” we call it.

One of the things we are trying to achieve is to bring them in band, 
so to speak, so tha t their operations are more regularized. Bu t there 
are a lot of countries tha t do take reservations or, at least if not a 
reservation, they take what they call a footnote allocation or a foot
note provision which may make some special footnote provision for 
that country. There are a lot of those benefits and we will in fact 
resort to a lot of those to get our own requirements  adopted without 
interfering with some other country.

Mr. Pritchard. Finally, what are the penalties? They don’t wan t 
to play by the game? I am still allowed into the club and I get all the 
benefits. I can walk away from things I don’t want, can’t I?

Mr. Robinson. Tha t is right. There are no sanctions in the sense of 
an in ternational police force or really even removal from the union if 
you don’t go along with the rules of the game. What is strik ing is th at 
everyone does go along.

Mr. Pritchard. So far.
Mr. Robinson. So far. There are a few exceptions bu t by and large

* if you get the  reputation  for being a nonplayer, so to speak, you don’t 
play by the rules of the game, there is a certain force to the weight of 
international opinion. You are not to be trusted in this forum. So I 
think for th at reason everybody finds it  in their interest  to be part  of

- the agreement and to live up to their  agreements as near as they can.
Mr. Pritchard. I think you have a very difficult job ahead of you. 
Mr. Fascell. Mr. Robinson, just to qualify  you in this position we 

will need a curriculum vitae in the record if you don’t mind.
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Mr . R obin son . Yes, ce rta inl y.1

Mr. F ascell. Ca n you  tell us ju st  now some of your  bac kgrou nd, 
no t too  lengthy?

Mr. R obinson. I t isn ’t too l ength y, there  is n ot  t hat mu ch to tell.
I accepted thi s job  on a p ar t-t im e bas is in 1978 . I was then  and  am 

now a professo r of law a t the  U niv ers ity  of Virgin ia whence  I cam e from 
the Feder al Comm unica tions Com mission  where  for 2 years  I was a 
Com miss ioner in  1974  to 1976 . Pr ior  to  t ha t tim e I  was in p rac tic e here  
in Wa shington  practicin g, amo ng othe r thin gs,  com municatio ns law. 
I hav e taug ht  in and  around the field of com munica tion s, ad min ist ra
tiv e law, Go vernm ent regulat ion  since  1961 .1 suppose  t hat  is as close a 
qua lificati on as I have  fo r m y prese nt pos ition.

I am embar rassed  to s ay  th a t I have  no technical  ba ckg rou nd as yo u 
probably discovered. My experience in foreign affairs is also ra th er  
modes t, if no t mea ger,  so I come to thi s job  wi th a fresh per spe ctiv e 
on b oth coun ts.

Mr . F ascell . D o you  hold  an y gover nm ental rank  as a resu lt of 
your  ap pointme nt?

Mr . R obinson. I will hold  the rank  of ambas sad or at  the  Con 
ference. T hat  is a personal ran k, it  is extended  only  for a per iod  of 6 
mo nth s, so norm ally it  does no t come with the  advice and consent 
of the Sen ate . Fo r one reas on or anoth er  th at is the  way the Dep ar t
men t chose to handle it  so I do no t now  enjoy th at tit le  except  by  
occasiona l reference.

Mr . F ascell. Will you  have a ful l-time  gov ern menta l co un terp ar t 
wi th you  at  thi s conference?

Mr . R obinson. A full -tim e Go vernme nt coun terpart?
Mr. F ascell. Yes. Will the re be som ebo dy from  the  Dep ar tm en t 

of State , for example?
Mr . R obinson. There  will be a lo t of peop le from  the Dep ar tm en t 

of Sta te.
Mr . F ascell. Who is the  hig hest rank ing  officer who will be with 

you?
Mr . R obinson. The hig hes t rank ing officer would be an FSIO. 

Mr . Wilson Dizard is in  t he  b ack of the  roo m ; he is on loan , than ks  to 
the ICA . He is a  senior Foreign Service officer. M r. Ja y Ka tze n sit tin g 
next  to him  will also be on the  d elegat ion  and  one of my legal advisers 
here  who has pa rti cipa ted act ive ly is Ms. Je an  Bailly  f rom the  Office 
of the Lega l Adviser.

There  are several  oth er Dep ar tm en t of St ate officers on my  delega
tion and two  of the m will serve as my  dep uties at  the  Conference.

Mr. F ascell. Has the re bee n any aiscussion of havin g a higher  
ran kin g officer f rom  the  State De pa rtm en t?

Mr . R obinson. N ot  to me there  h as no t been.
Mr . F ascell. You see no pol itical pro blem in th at ?
Mr . R obinson. I  don’t. I am no t sure w ha t y ou mean by  a p olit ical  

problem . You me an  a pol itical problem in no t havin g exper ience?
Mr. F ascell. Yes.
Mr.  R obinso n. N o, I  don’t.
Mr . F ascell. W ha t is the  exper ience?

1 See pa ge 1.
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Mr . R obin son . We hav e amp le pol itical expe rienc e on my 
delegation.

Mr. F ascell . H ow are othe r dele gat ions com pared to us, bo th  in 
size and makeup?

Mr. R obin son . Well, all of the m are sma ller . I th ink I can  say 
wi tho ut hesit ati on  t hat  t hey will all be smaller.

Mr . F ascell . W ha t kin d of people head them up?
Mr. R obin son . Fo r all deve loped cou ntr ies  the  effec tive heads of 

delega tion  will be technical  people.  In  a couple of cases they  m ay  have 
a tit ul ar  head who is a de pu ty  mi nis ter  or som eth ing  like th a t bu t 
thi s is no t tru e worldwide. Alm ost  all of these delega tions are  com
prised of rep res entat ive s firs t from  the Mini str y of Po st  and Te le
com municatio ns and  then  the var iou s user agencies such as th e civil  
av iat ion  s ide, et  cete ra.

Mr . F ascell . Fo r exa mple, who will h ead  th e S oviet deleg ation?
Mr . R obinson. The De pu ty  Mini ste r of the  Po st and Te lec om 

mu nications, an engineer . The Chinese  del ega tion  will be headed 
probably by  the  Dep uty Mini ste r from  the M in ist ry  of Po st  and  
Telecomm unicat ions.

Mr . F ascell . D o you th ink there  is an y pol itical co nn ota tio n to the  
fac t t hat  D ep uty Minis ters have  been appointed  even  as ti tu la r hea ds 
of these delegations?

Mr. R obinson. Well, in the  Sov iet case he would be mu ch  more  
th an  the  ti tu la r head. Do n’t misunders tan d. The De pu ty  Mini ste r 
would ac tua lly  be abou t the  th ird  ran kin g, no t the second ran kin g. 
He  would be com parable  to an Assis tan t Sec retary  bu t th at is es
sen tia lly  the rank  I hold.

In  m ost  cases the  ran k is c ons iderab ly below t ha t.  In  t he  case of the  
Un ited Kingdom, for exam ple, the hig hes t rank ing officer I th in k is 
con side rabl y below th at .

Mr. F ascell. Who picked the U.S.  dele gation?
Mr . R obinson. Well, I made the  rec om mendation bas ed upo n 

recom mendatio ns subm itt ed  to me. Th e acc red itin g bu reau  is the  
In te rn at iona l Organ iza tion s Burea u. Of course, the Secre tary of 
St ate signed off on it.

Mr . F ascell . Fo r operational purposes it was clea red throug h IO?
Mr . R obin son . Yes, it  was clea red throu gh  IO and  the re is an IO 

rep res en tat ive on it.  Mr . Warv ariv is their rep res en tat ive .
Mr. F ascell. N ow how ab ou t othe r int ere ste d agencies in the 

U.S.  Gover nm ent ? Are t he y all  on  th is delegation as a k ind  of resource?
Mr . R obin son . Well, some of the “interes ted” agencies th ink they  

are not  and shou ld be bu t I would say th at  all the ma jor  agencies are, 
yes.

Mr . F ascell. Fo r exam ple, is BI B on the dele gation?
Mr. R obinson. BI B is on.
Mr . F ascell. VOA?
Mr. R obinson. Yes.
Mr . F ascell. OK. Who else?
Mr. R obinso n. Co ast  Gu ard , FAA.
Mr . F ascell. Mi lita ry?
Mr . R obinson. Mili tar y, oh, yes.
Mr . F ascell. Who is com plainin g ab ou t no t being ad eq ua tely 

represented?
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Mr. R obin son . I would say  t hat  several  of the  agencies th ink they  ought to have add itio nal people and I int ended to revise th at . I cannot honestly say offha nd th at  I kno w of an y agency  th at  has no rep res entat ion  at  all.
Mr . F ascell. Th ey  ju st  wa nt more vot es on the  delega tion , you  mean?
Mr . R obin son . Th ey  w an t more people.
Mr. F ascell. That  is the  same  thing.
Mr . R obin son . We don’t pu t things to a vote nece ssar ily.
Mr . F ascell. You are going  to ru n it?
Mr . R obin son . I am going to run it.
Mr . P ritch ard . Good.
Mr . F ascell. I was going to say  th at is the  mo st encouraging thing  I have heard  ye t.
Mr . R obin son . Well, all I hav e to do is conv ince  them.
Mr . F ascell. Good  luck .
Have the  congressio nal people been appo inted  yet ?
Mr . R obin son . No, sir, they  have  no t. Th e le tte rs  we nt ou t, I thi nk , a week ago so I  w ould hope  t ha t wi thin a m on th or so we would have some idea.
Mr . F ascell. Th ey  hav e gone to the  Spe ake r of the  House and  the Presi dent of the Senate?
Mr. R obin son . Yes.
Mr . P ritch ard . H ow m any cong ressional  people?
Mr . R obin son . Fo ur  f rom each  side.
Mr . F ascell. I assum e, of course , th at when you  g et throu gh  with thi s mish-m ash  th at you  are going to go back  to doing wh ate ver you were doing .
Mr . R obinson. Yes, sir, I have no oth er plans.  I am on leave of absence from  the  Un ive rsi ty of Virginia and  I resu me my  teaching af ter the confe rence, so I th ink it  will be a welcome change.
Mr . F ascell. I s the re any  con sidera tion  being given to thi s, besides debriefing , af te r the  Conference and  of course  the  result s will be pub licly known?
Mr . R obin son . Yes.
Mr . F ascell. I s the re any thou gh t bein g given to any kin d of a post-conference act ion  by thi s d elegat ion  w ith  re spe ct to recom mendations for the  future ?
Mr. R obinson . One of the agenda  items  on the  Conference agenda  is plann ing  for f uture Conferences. T here will b e m any special ized Con ferences oye r the ne xt  5 years at  l eas t. We already have a Conference sche duled in 1980, one scheduled in 1982 and  one scheduled in 1983. We will undo ub ted ly  h ave a couple of oth ers  scheduled at  the Con ference itself . T hese are  specia lized confe rences which  dea l w ith  p ar tic ular  services, for exam ple, or pa rti cu lar typ es of plans.
Mr . F ascell. D o you  t hink  i t will be worthwhile for the  d elegat ion  to  conte mp late some rec om me ndation  of the U.S. Go vernm ent subsequent to  the Conference  or do you see th at as bey ond  the scope of ou r ch ar ter or respon sib ility?
Mr . R obinson. N o, i t is no t bey ond  the scope of my  ch ar ter bu t I th ink I would have  to  wa it and  see wh at  the outcom e of the  Con ference was.
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Mr. F ascell . See, one of the  th ing s th a t troubles  us , Mr . Robinson , 
is the  fact th is whole a rra ngem ent in  te rms of  te lecom municatio ns need s 
in the Un ite d State s has always been ad hoc. Af ter  thi s Conference,  
everyon e will go back to  his or her resp ect ive  responsib iliti es and to th e 

'* agencies or the  pr ivate sector.  When we st art  ge tting  read y for  th e
next spec ialized conference , whe nev er th a t is, you  may  n ot  h ave an y
th ing  to do wi th it.

Mr . R obin son . Well, wh eth er I have  an yth ing to do wi th it  o r n ot ,
* I th ink it  is a fai r assum ption th at  I will no t, a t lea st as an act ive  

pa rti cipa nt . You  mus t recognize th a t a large nu mb er of these people 
rea lly  are pe rm an en t in ter na tio na l rad io special ists.  Th is is their job  
day in and da y out. Th ey  bring  the cont inui ty  wi th the m to  th is 
Conference and they  will tak e it  i nto  the ne xt  Conference.

Mr. F ascell . I s there  an int era gency------
Mr . R obin son . There  is an in ter agency  gro up th at fun ctions to 

coo rdinate the d omestic and the in ternat iona l req uir em ents and it  has  
been going on for a long time.

Mr . F ascell . T hat  is  p erm anent?
Mr. R obinson. T hat  is pe rm anent.
Mr. F ascell . Who cha irs th at ?
Mr . R obinson. The N TIA  chai rs i t. I t  is called  th e I RAC, t he  I n te r

de pa rtm en t Ra dio  Advisory  Comm itte e.
Mr. F ascell. And  Com merce cha irs it?
Mr . R obin son . Yes, the NTIA  wi thin the Com merce Dep ar tm en t 

cha irs th at group and  it  cons ists of rep res en tat ive s from  all of the 
dif ferent  spectru m users, i nclu ding t he  FCC . T he  FCC  ha s a  somewh at 
unusual st at us  because , of course , the FC C has au ton om y from  the 
rest of the execut ive  bra nch. Th e FC C is in charge of all th e pr ivat e 
sectors,  bu t it  coo rdinates wi th the  Federal  Go vernme nt side which is 
handled  by  the NTIA  and  all of the dif ferent  agencies’ req uir em ents 
are  coo rdinat ed throug h thi s IR AC mechanism . I t  is qu ite  an elabo
ra te  mec han ism . I t has been going on for 50 years th a t it  has bee n in 
place.

Mr. F ascell . N ow wi th res pect to  represen ta tio n on th is delega 
tion, wha t ab ou t women a nd  minorities?

Mr. R obinso n. We have a  fai r rep resentat ion of  women  an d m ino ri
ties.  I  won’t  pr ete nd  i t has b een  easy t o find a lo t of women a nd  mi nori
ties  in thi s p ar tic ul ar  area,  i t is a highly specialized one. Find ing  people 
who are well acquain ted  and  experienced ei ther  w ith  the  eng inee ring  
or  th e political  aspe cts  is q uit e difficult but we do have w ha t I  c ons ider  
to be a fai r showing on th at cou nt.

Mr. F ascell . Well, on thi s co nt inui ty  quest ion , you know, it  ke pt  
coming up  c on sta nt ly  in  the  U.S . Go vernm ent. Fo r exam ple,  the  h ead 
of the Sov iet  d elegat ion  h as been at  th is for  30 years  and he has been

* at every  conference. I don’t kno w wh ethe r th a t is des irab le or no t 
des irab le but the Sov iets  a re n ot  t ru st ing to  ad hoc corpo rat e m emory .

Mr. R obinson . Well, the re are some ad vanta ges, un ques tio nably . 
I t  is nice to have  peop le whose  memo ry goes back  to 1959, alt ho ug h 

« we do have th at kin d of in sti tu tio na l memo ry also. Sev eral  of our
memb ers  have  exte nsiv e pri or expe rienc e going back man y years. In  
the back  of the room is Mr. George Jacobs  who was wi th th e 1959 
Conference . He  rep res ents BI B.  We ha ve  th a t kind  of insti tu tio na l



memory albeit not at the head of the delegation level. I  would say, however, t ha t tha t will be very unusual at this Conference.
I think  t ha t you will find, in fact,  that many of the delegations are young as ours is young—young in experience, young in age. We think what  we are doing here, in fact, is identifying a cadre of people who will continue to be a t th is business—not necessarily me bu t the others who are permanent Government employees—for many years to come. So I think we are building an institutiona l memory, and in any case I am quite satisfied tha t we have the adequate experience.
Mr. F ascell. What  agency is responsible for your logistical support? 
Mr. R obinson. In the Department of State, the Office of International  Conferences within the IO Bureau takes care of the logistical support, bu t a lot of the support is also provided by the agencies themselves. For example, the FCC and the NTIA and the Defense Department all contribute staff to help support us; they also contribu te computers.
Mr. Fascell. I mean t with respect to the normal housekeeping problems.
Mr. Robinson. T hat  is all being handled with the IO in the Depar tment of State.
Mr. F ascell. Who is going to  be responsible for all your administrative problems with this large delegation? I know you are but I mean-----
Mr. Robinson. We have a representative from the Office of Inte rnational Conferences who will be an administrative officer and he in turn  will report to Mr. Dizard whom I pointed out a moment ago 

and thence to me. We also have on my personal staff some administrative assistants.
Mr. Fascell. Mr. Buchanan.
Mr. Buchanan. Would you indicate the reason for the size of the American delegation? We tend to have such large delegations in such matters.
Mr. Robinson. Well, there are several reasons for it, Mr. 

Buchanan. Let me be frank. One of the reasons is purely political. We have such a variety of interes ts tha t need to be represented just to insure a representational balance, but  setting tha t aside we also 
probably are the  largest user of the radio spectrum in the world. We nave more and more diversified uses than  any country tha t I can imagine. Our proposals are very extensive and very complicated and 
we tend to pride ourselves on having a specialist, an expert, answer- able to every facet of those proposals over and above the political 
and the administrative representatives.

So actually the surprise perhaps is not tha t the number is now 64 but tha t the number is not 100. In 1959 we had a delegation of nearly twice what we now have. I think, in fact, it was over 120 people in 1959.
Mr. Fascell. Your industry  representatives, do they come from American-owned corporations?
Mr. Robinson. Well, I can’t say tha t they are 100 percent American owned because I  don’t know what the stockholdings of Hughes 

Aircraft is but, yes, they are all American corporations in common parlance.
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Mr. Fascell. You don’t think we would have a problem with 
American subsidiaries of a foreign-controlled corporation?

Mr. R obinson. No.
Mr. Fascell. What about security at th is Conference for the Amer

ican delegation?
Mr. Robinson. It  will be a problem. We are going to have to 

bring in an awful lot of people, make sure tha t they understand 
security rules, because all our position papers are classified, of course. 
We are fortunate  in being able to secure the facilities occupied by the 
MTN delegation in the Botanical Building in Geneva. They are right 
below the room used by the SALT negotiators and there is good 
security there. I think the biggest problem might be back here be
cause, as we move toward the Conference and we sta rt shifting posi
tion papers around and sta rt opening up the discussion, it is some
times difficult to contain information. We are mindful of tha t problem 
in light of past experience.

Mr. Fascell. Now you have identified the U.S. backup group for 
this Conference. Is tha t going to be a formal arrangement or just  an 
individual identified in each of the respective agencies?

Mr. Robinson. Well, it is formal to the extent th at those individuals 
have been tasked in those agencies, they know t ha t they are tasked. 
There is a coordinator for the head of tha t group in the State 
Department.

Mr. Fascell. So State is going to have to share the responsibility 
of the backup group?

Mr. Robinson. That is right, in terms of chairing it and coordinat
ing it.

Mr. Fascell. Now the work at WARC, is th at all plenary?
Mr. Robinson. No, very little of it is plenary. We will quickly 

break down into committees and then into working groups. Th at is the 
only way the work gets done.

Mr. Fascell. Do we have any idea now what the committees will 
be?

Mr. Robinson. Yes, there is some continuing debate. Of course, the 
final decision on the committee structure won’t be made until the 
opening of the Conference, but we anticipate seven major committees 
and each of those or most of those will be broken down. There are 
three or four major impor tant substan tive committees; the rest are 
things like budget, credentials, steering, editorial, things of that 
character. The major committees are-----

Mr. Fascell. Could we have for the record the names of the seven 
committees on which there seems to be some consensus? You can do 
tha t later, you don’t have to do it right now.

[The information referred to follows:]
P ro po se d  C o n f e r e n c e  C o m m it tees

(1) Steering, (2) Credent ials, (3) Budge t, (4) Technical, (5) Allocations, (6) 
Regulat ions, and (7) Editorial.

Mr. Fascell. Is there any substantive dispute with respect to the 
committee structure?

Mr. Robinson. There may be. There may be a bit of a political 
problem. This relates back to the question of the delegation size.
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Many of the delegations, of course, will be very, very small from the 
developing countries and they are concerned that a large committee 
structu re—that is, a large array of committees and subcommittees 
and working groups—will disadvantage them.

Mr. Fascell. You cannot cover them all.
Mr. Robinson. You cannot cover them all which is one reason 

we have 64 people jus t to cover all those committees and we are 
sympathetic to tha t. On the other hand, you have the problem tha t 
you cannot work as a committee of the whole. There will be 1,500 
delegates.

Mr. Fascell. We are finding t ha t out in Congress.
Mr. Robinson. There will be more people there than  in  Congress. 

There are going to  be about 1,400 to  1,500 of them so you  can im
agine what an army of people, wha t a babble of voices it is going to be.

Mr. Fascell. Wha t country is chairing the Conference?
Mr. Robinson. We don’t know tha t bu t the current leading choice 

would be New Zealand, a gentleman from New Zealand. He is the 
odds-on favorite as chairman.

Mr. F ascell. Is th at the first job of the Conference or is t ha t done 
ahead of time?

Mr. Robinson. The first job of the Conference will be to vote on a 
slate—chairman, vice chairman, chairman of the principal committee, 
and chairman of the  principal committees.

Mr. F ascell. Is  there an accredi tation process for the delegation?
Mr. Robinson. There  is an accreditation in the Credentials Com

mittee and we anticipate some political problems may arise.
Mr. Fascell. Has the Credentials Committee been named?
Mr. Robinson. No. We have a Credent ials Committee, yes. The 

head of our Credentials Committee is Mr. Katzen back there.
Mr. Fascell. How is the WARC Credentials Committee selected 

and how is it established?
Mr. Robinson. The Credentials Committee will be chaired by 

whoever the Conference votes on in the early days of the  Conference.
Mr. Fascell. So the Conference will have  to meet in plenary ses

sion to establish the Credentials Committee?
Mr. Robinson. Yes; th at is right, and then everybody sends then- 

own delegates to tha t committee.
Mr. Fascell. W hat do you see as the problem there?
Mr. Robinson. You may be aware of the recent episode w ith the 

World Hea lth Organization and the effort to-----
Mr. Fascell. Unseat Israel?
Mr. Robinson. Unseat Israel and take the regional office out of

^Mr. F ascell. I think it would be naive of us to pretend tha t tha t 
could not happen.

Mr. Robinson. We do see some differences between WHO and 
the ITU  in terms of the role politics might play but  we would just 
be whistling in the  dark if we-----

Mr. Fascell. So it is entirely possible you could have a political 
problem righ t off the bat?

Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. F ascell. The first issue.
Mr. Robinson. Yes.
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Mr. F ascell. Before you  ever get  to the  tech nical aspects  of the  
Conference.

Mr. R obinson. Yes. We hope it  would be bo ttl ed  up  in the  Cre
denti als  Comm itte e to allow the  oth er work  to go on bu t, yes,  it 
could hav e a very  explosive effect if it invo lves  a prolonged fight . If 
it  is ju st  a kind of a pro form a ge stur e, th at  can q uickly  be snuffed  out.

Mr . F ascell. If  somebody wants  to spill it  over to the  floor of 
the  plenar y, you  have got yoursel f a prob lem.

Mr. R obin son . Yes.
Mr. F ascell. You might no t ever get  to the  tech nical conference?
Mr . R obin son . I th ink we will get  to it  b ut  yo u cannot be div ert ed 

too much. Ten weeks is no t th at  much tim e to get  the ma in work 
of the Conference done.

Mr. F ascell. Let ’s ta lk  abou t some othe r poli tica l prob lems. You 
hav e mentioned the discussion of the  concept of in ternat iona l owner
ship  of space as again st the sovereign air  space. Is anybody makin g 
a claim  for sove reign air  space?

Mr. R obin son . Yes. Colo mbia will be the  lead ing  proponent for 
establ ishing  sov ere ign ty rights  to the geos tat ion ary  arc  bu t it  will 
be supported by  Ec uador and  some of the  oth er equa tor ial  countrie s.

Mr . F ascell. So we hav e a rehash  of the  200-mile  limit .
Mr . R obin son . Yes. It  is a very old deba te and it  is a very tire d 

deb ate .
Mr. F ascell. So is the  200-mile  limit.
Mr.  R obin son . But  this one also has  an othe r forum in which it  

is being act ive ly debated , so we hav e a good and  I th ink probably a 
suffic ient response to it,  which is th at  the U.N.  Ou ter Space Co mm it
tee  is alread y dea ling  with th at . Tha t has  come up in severa l pre
pa ra to ry  com mit tee  mee tings th at  we hav e ha d.  Colombia has  always 
made this po int  and eve rybody  has  lis tened pol itely  and  no t ap 
plau ded  and it has  pre tty mu ch been  set  to one side.  I do no t th ink 
th at th at  prop osal, because it does no t have mu ch political  supp or t, 
is likely to be a trou blesom e one.

Mr. Fascell . Could you  give us for the reco rd a sh or t ske tch  of 
the  cur ricu lum  vi tae  of the  delegation mem bers?

Mr.  R obinson. Yes.
Mr . F ascell. Wh y thes e people  were selected . I t does no t have to 

be length y.
[The inform ation refe rred  to follows:]
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B iog rap hies of Members of th e U.S.  Delegation to th e 1979 World 
Adm inistr ative Radio Conference

ACKERMAN, Perry

Manager, Systems Engineering laboratory, Hughes Aircraft.
Holds BSME from Univ. of Michigan. ITO experience: Observer 
at 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conference; active in CCIR 
Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM;
Sydney Seminar; bilateral discussions; member of WARC Advisory 
Conmittee.

ALDRICH, Ann

Professor of Law, Cleveland State University. Holds BA 
from Columbia University and LLB, LLM, and JD from New York U.
School of Law. Served 9 years as staff attorney, FCC's 
Office of General Counsel. ITO experience: Delegate to 1959 
General WARC.

ANDERSON, Dexter

Telecormunications Attache, U.S. Mission, Geneva. Graduate 
of Yale and George Washington Univ. Foreign Service Officer 
with overseas assignments in Africa, Europe, and USSR. ITO 
experience: Delegate to 1974 Maritime and 1977 Broadcasting 
Satellite Conferences; Vice Chairnan, USDEL, to 1978 Aeronautical 
Conference; Delegate to 1978 and 1979 Sessions of the Administrative 
Council. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; 
bilateral discussions. Delegate to numerous CITEL meetings.
Formerly Staff Officer, Office of International Communications 
Policy, Dept. of State.

BARTLETT, George

Vice President for Engineering, National Association of 
Broadcasters. Graduate of Mass. Radio Institute, Boston, Mass.
Holds BSEE from Brown University. Served 9 years as chief 
engineer of WDNC, Durham, N.C., 3 yrs as inspector for PCC.
Also served in engineering capacity in private industry. Employed 
by NAB since 1954; appointed V.P. in 1965. Member of European 
Broadcasting Union. Officer of the Asia Pacific Broadcasting 
Union. ITO experience: Active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 
participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; member of WARC Advisory 
Committee.

BLAKER, Herbert T.

Manager, Standards and Certification, Rockwell International. 
Employed by Pan American World Airways, 1937-59. Participated in 
numerous meetings of International Civil Aviation Organization. 
Served as International Air Transport Association spokesman at 
Fourth Inter-American Radio Conference, 1949. ITO experience: 
Delegate to 1974 Maritime and 1978 Aeronautical Conferences; 
active in CCIR Study Groups; Chairnan, U.S. CCIR Study Group 8. 
WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; member of VJARC 
Advisory Conmittee.
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BORMAN, William

Technical Director, Motorola, Inc. Holds BSEE fran Fournier 
Institute of Technology and MSEE from Illinois University. Served 
as Chairman, Land Mobile Services Group's Committee in International 
Allocations and Agreements. Member of NTIA's Frequency Management 
Advisory Council. ITO experience: Active in CCIR Study Groups. 
WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; Nairobi Seminar; 
bilateral discussions; member of WARC Advisory Canmittee.

BOWIE, Nolan

Executive Director, Citizens Ccnmunication Center. Holds 
AA from Los Angeles Harbor College, BA fran Cal. State Univ. 
at Long Beach and JD from Univ. of Michigan law School.
WARC-79 participation: Member of WARC Advisory Committee.

BRADLEY, Lewis

Staff member, Spectrum Management Division, NTIA. Holds 
BSEE from Texas A&M and degree in Military Science from Univ. 
of Maryland. Former U.S. Air Force Officer. Convenor of IRAC 
Ad Hoc 144-Ic. WARC-79 participation: Sydney Seminar; bilateral 
discussions. Member, NATO/ARFA.

BREIG, Charles

Electronics Engineer, Office of Chief of Broadcast Bureau,
FCC. Holds BSEE from Pennsylvania State University. ITO 
experience: Delegate to 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conference; 
active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 
1978 SPM.

CASE, Anna

Chief, Frequency Division, Voice of America. Holds BSEE 
from ISU and MS fran George Washington Univ. Member of IRAC.
Has represented VQA on International Frequency Coordination 
Canmittee for HF broadcasting since 1964. U.S. Army Signal 
Corps experience. Formerly employed by Radio Free Europe.
WARC-79 participation: Nairobi and Sydney Seminars; bilateral 
discussions.

COOK, William

A-qpi ptant to Asst. Secretary for Comnunications Conmand 
and Control, Dept. of Defense. Holds BSEE fran Drexel Univ. and 
MS fran George Washington Univ. Formerly employed by Philco 
and Dept. of Navy, Electronic Systems Conmand. WARC-79 participation 
Delegate to 1978 SPM; Sydney Seminar, bilateral discussions. 
Participated in NATO/ARFA.
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CORRADO, Anthony

Chief, Frequency Assignment and Interdepartment Radio Advisory 
Committee Administration Division, NTIA. Executive Secretary,
IRAC. ITO experience: Involved in preparatory work for 1974 

. Maritime Conference; assisted ITO with introduction of computer 
techniques into the International Frequency Registration Board. 

CUTTS, Robert

Chief, International and Operations Divison, PCC. Holds 
BSEE from U.S. Naval Academy and MPA from Indiana Univ. Former 
U.S. Navy Officer. PCC Liaison representative to IRAC. ITO 
experience: Participated in preparations for 1967 Maritime and 
1971 Space Conferences.

DIZARD, Wilson

Vice Chairman, U.S. WARC Delegation. WARC Staff Director, 
Office of International Communications Policy, Dept. of State.
Holds BS from Fordham College. Foreign Service Information Officer 
with overseas assignments in Turkey, Greece, Iran, Pakistan,
Poland and Viet Nam. Assistant Dep. Director, U.S. Information 
Agency, 1966-67. Executive Director, White House Working Group 
on Ccnnrunications Satellite Earth Stations, 1966. Executive 
Director, White House Working Group on Comrunications Satellite 
Applications, 1966-67. Attended INTELSAT Conferences, 1968-69. 

DORIAN, Charles

Director, Technical Planning, Communications Satellite 
Corporation. Graduate of U.S. Coast Guard Academy. Served 30 yrs. 
with Coast Guard. Chief of C.G. Communications 1964-67. Dep. 
Director, Office of Telecommunications, Dept. of Transportation.
ITO experience: Delegate to 1959 General and 1974 Maritime 
Conferences; Delegate to 1971 Special Joint Meeting; active in 
CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; 
member of WARC Advisory Comnittee. Participated in numerous 
IMCO meetings.

EBEL, A. James

Chairman, Satellite Transmission Committee, ABC, CBS and 
NBC Network Affiliates. Holds BA from Iowa State Teachers College, 
BA from Univ. of Iowa and MSEE from Univ. of Illinois. Member of 
NTIA's Frequency Management Advisory Council. ITO experience: 
Delegate to 1971 Space and 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conferences. 
WARC-79 participation: Member of WARC Advisory Committee. Presently 
Manager of KOLN-IV, Lincoln, Nebraska.
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FEIGLESON, Harry

Director, Electromagnetic Spectrum Management, U.S. Navy.
Holds BSEE from U.S. Coast Guard Academy and ME from American 
University. Navy representative to IRAC. ITO experience:
Delegate to 1967 Maritime Conference; participated in preparations 
for 1971 Space Conference; active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 
participation: bilateral discussions.

GILSENAN, John

Electronics Engineer, Private Radio Bureau, PCC. Holds a 
BEE degree from Manhattan College and an M.S. from George Washington 
University. Air Defense Office with the U.S. Marine Corps 1962-65. 
Joined PCC in 1970. ITO experience: Active in CCIR; U.S. repre
sentative to Study Group 8 working group on maritime satellites. 
WARC-79 participation: Nairobi Seminar; bilateral discussions. 
Delegate to INMARSAT meetings.

GLUNT, E. Merle

Consultant, American Radio Relay League. Graduate of U.S.
Navy Radio and Communications School. Attended George Washington 
Univ. and Capitol Radio Engineering Institute. Employed by FOC, 
1940-45 and 1952-74. Retired from FCC as Asst. Chief, Treaty 
Branch (1974). Participated in IRAC for 30 yrs. Under AID 
contract in 1966 to develop plan to reorganize PTT of Thailand.
ITU experience: Delegate to 1974 Maritime and 1973 Plenipotentiary 
Conferences. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; 
member of WARC Advisory Committee.

GREENQUIST, Robert E.

Assistant Vice President (Technical Policy and Standards), 
Western Union Telegraph Co. Holds BSEE from Cornell Univ. 
Continuously employed by Western Union since 1948. Served as 
Director of Westar System Engineering, 1970-74; Deputy Program 
Manager, 1974-75; and Assistant Program Manager, Engineering, 
1976-78. Served on Joint Technical Advisory Committee and ad hoc 
FCC Advisory Committees. ITO experience: Active in CCIR Study 
Groups. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM.

HARRIS, Wendell

Electronics Engineer, Policy and Rules Division, Common Carrier 
Bureau, PCC. Holds BSEE from Howard Univ. Member of TR EE .
ITO experience: Active in CCIR. WARC-79 participation: Delegate 
to 1978 SPM; Nairobi Seminar.
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HARRISON, Melvin

Foreign Affairs Adviser, Office of International Comnuni- 
.cations Policy, Dept. of State. Holds BA from Univ. of Maryland; 
attended American Univ. Graduate School. Foreign Service 
Officer who has served in Quito, Ecuador, and Saigon, Viet Nam.
WARC-79 participation: Panama Seminar; bilateral discussions. 
Participated in several CITEL meetings.

HOLLIMAN, Earl

Chief, Frequency Management Staff, U.S. Coast Guard. Holds 
BSEE from Texas A&M. 40 yrs. experience in maritime ccinnunication 
system design and spectrum planning. Coast Guard representative 
to IRAC. ITU experience: Delegate to 1959 General WARC; participated 
in preparations for HF Broadcasting and Maritime Conferences; 
active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 
1978 SPM. •

HONIG, David

Assistant Professor, Howard University. Also Research Director, 
Black Media Coalition. Holds BA from Oberlin College and MA 
from Univ. of Rochester. Participated in several Congressional 
hearings on communications industry structure. Has also served 
on several FCC Advisory Committees. WARC-79 participation: Member 
of WARC Advisory Comnittee.

HULL, Marion Hayes

Director of Teleccmnunications Programs, Booker T. Washington 
Foundation. Holds BA, Long Island Univ. and MA, New York Univ.
Has been employed as researcher and editorial assistant in 
publishing industry; college professor specializing in 
broadcasting and journalism; and as communications specialist 
for Dept. of Justice. Has worked for Booker T. Washington Foundation 
since 1973. Member of numerous public service, civic and 
professional organizations. WARC-79 participation: Member 
of WARC Advisory Committee.

IRION, Karyl

Systems Analyst, Systemstics General Corporation. Holds BS 
from Duke Univ. ITU experience: Active in CCIR. WARC-79 
participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; member of WARC Advisory 
Comnittee.
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JACKSON, Eugene

President, National Black Network. BSEE, Univ. of Missouri;
MS in business, Columbia Univ. Worked previously as industrial 
engineer for Colgate Palmolive Company; as project coordinator 
for Black Economic Union; and as Director, Major Industries 
Program, Interracial Council for Business Opportunity. With 
National Black Network since its founding in 1972. WARC-79 
participation: Member of WARC Advisory Ccmnittee.

JACOBS, Edward

Chief, International Conference Staff, FOC. Holds BSEE fron 
Johns Hopkins Univ. ITU experience: Delegate to 1977 Broadcasting 
Satellite Conference; active in CCIR. WARC-79 participation:
Panama Seminar; bilateral discussions. Delegate to numerous 
CITEL meetings.

JACOBS, George

Director, Research and Engineering, Board for International 
Broadcasting. Holds BSEE from Pratt Institute and MSEE from 
Univ. of Maryland. Joined Voice of America in 1949; BIB in 
1976. Member of IEEE. Charter life member of Amateur Radio 
Relay League. Licensed radio amateur (W3ASK). ITU experience: 
Delegate to 1959 General and 1963 Space Conferences; Delegate 
to 1966 CCIR Xlth Plenary Assembly and 1971 Special Joint Meeting; 
active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: Member 
of WARC Advisory Committee.

JANSKY, Donald

Associate Administrator, NTIA. Holds BA in Engineering Science 
from Dartmouth College; BEE from Thayer School of Engineering; and 
MSE frcm Johns Hopkins Univ. H U  experience: Delegate to 1971 
Space and 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conferences; Delegate to 
1971 Special Joint Meeting; active in CCIR Study Groups; U.S. 
Representative to Working Group on Orbit Spectrum Utilization of 
CCIR. WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM. Delegate 
to numerous CITEL meetings.

JOHNSON, Raymond

Chief, Spectrum Management Staff, U.S. representative to 
International Civil Aviation Organization for planning studies.
FAA representative to IRAC. WARC-79 participation: Delegate 
bo 1978 SPM. Delegate to numerous ICAO meetings.

69-439 0 - 8 0 - 4
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KATZEN, Jay

Political advisor, U.S. WARC Delegation. Presently in 
Office of International Connunications Policy, Dept. of State. *•
Holds BA from Princeton and MA from Yale. Foreign Service
Officer who has served as political officer in Leopoldville 
(now Kinshasa, Zaire); Deputy Chief of Mission in Bamako,
Mali; economic officer in Bucharest, Romania; and Charge
d'Affaires in Brazzaville, Congo. Served as political advisor, *
U.S. Mission to the UN, 1973-77. WRC-79 participation:
Nairobi Seminar.

KAY, Wayne

Senior Policy Analyst, Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, White House. Colonel, U.S. Air Force. Holds BS frcm 
Wisconsin State Univ. and MS fran Univ. of Eferyland. WARC-79 
participation: Nairobi and Panama Seminars.

KELLEHER, John

Vice President, Systematics General Corporation. Graduate 
of U.S. Army Signal Corps Radio School and numerous other 
professional and managerial training programs. Brployed by 
Systematics General since 1969. Previously with NASA,
1962-69; Office of Chief Signal Officer, 1943-62; and Signal 
Corps Laboratories, 1940-43. Member of t u f t : , i t o  experience: 
Delegate to 1963 Space, 1971 Space and 1977 Broadcasting 
Satellite Conferences; Delegate to 1966 CCIR Xlth and 1970 
Xllth Plenary Assemblies and Special Joint Meeting; active 
in CCIR Study Groups; Chairman, U.S. CCIR Study Group 4.
WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; Sydney Seminar; 
bilateral discussions; member of WARC M visory Carmittee.

KIMBALL, Harold

Chief, Communications and Frequency Management, NASA. Holds 
BSEE from Wayne St. Univ. and MSEE from Univ. of Illinois. Served 
with U.S. Air Force. Convenor of IRAC Ad Hoc 144-Id. ITO 
experience: Delegate to 1978 CCIR XIVth Plenary Assembly; active 
in CCIR Study Groups; Chairman of U.S. CCIR Study Group 2. WARC-79 
participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; Nairobi and Sydney Seminars, 
bilateral discussions.

LEPKOWSKI, Ronald

Supervisor, International and Satellite Branch, Common Carrier 
Bureau, FCC. Holds BSEE from MIT and MS from George Washington 
Univ. Employed by FCC since 1969. ITO experience: Delegate to 
1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conference. WARC-79 participation: 
Delegate to 1978 SPM.



47

LUKASIK, Stephen J.

Chief Scientist, FCC. Holds BS from Rennsselaer Polytechnic 
Institute, and MS and PHd frcm MIT. Private experience with 
Westinghouse (1955-57) and Xerox Corporation (1974-76). Also 
held teaching positions with MIT (1951-55) and Stevens Institute 
of Technology (1957-66). Served as Director, Defense Department's 
Advanced Research Projects Agency (1971-74); and Senior Vice 
President, subsequently Chief Scientist, Rand Corporation (1977-79). 
Joined FCC as Chief Scientist in May 1979.

LUTHER, William A.

Chief, Engineering Division, Field Operations Bureau, FCC.
Holds BSEE and MSEE fran Drexel Univ. Employed by FCC since 1959. 
ITU experience: Active in GCIR Study Groups since 1968. WARC-79 
participation: Delegate bo 1978 SPM.

McCONNET.Ti, Vernon J.

Frequency Manager, Department of Defense. Attended Los Angeles 
Trade-Technical College, 1948-51. Served as Marine Radio Officer. 
Serves as Chairman, Joint Frequency Panel's Permanent Working 
Group on Space Frequency Matters. Specializes in Radio Regulations 
dealing with satellite coordination procedures. ITU experience:
Has participated in conference preparation since 1958. Participated 
in numerous NATO/ARFA meetings.

McNAUGHTEN, Neal K.

Assistant Chief, Broadcast Bureau, FCC. Qnployed with 
International Division, FCC, 1940-48. Served as Director for 
Engineering, National Association of Broadcasters; Manager of 
Market Planning, RCA; and Vice President, Ampex Corp. Returned 
to FCC in 1961. ITU experience: Vice Chairman, USDEL, 1977 
Broadcasting Satellite Conference; delegate to 1978 OCIR XIVth 
Plenary Assembly; active in OCIR Study Groups; Chairman, U.S.
CCIR Study Groups 10 and 11. WARC-79 participation: Panaita 
Seminar. Attended numerous CITEL meetings.

MAY, Robert

Frequency Manager, U.S. Air Force. Holds BSEE and MBA 
fran Univ. of Michigan. Formerly systems engineer for aerospace 
industry, 1945-64; government service in operations research, 
1964-69. Air Force representative to IRAC. WARC-79 participation: 
Nairobi Seminar; bilateral discussions. Has attended numerous 
NATO/ARFA meetings.
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MAYHER, Robert

Deputy Chief, Spectrum Engineering and Analysis Division,
' NTIA. Holds BSEE from MIT. ITO experience: Active in OCIR 
Study Groups since 1974; Chairman of International Working 
Party 1/2. WARC participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM;
Panama Seminar; bilateral discussions.

MOORE, Robert

Physical Scientist with Microwave Radicmetric Branch,
Naval Weapons Center, Corona, CA. Employed as consultant on 
command, control and communications, Office of Chief of Naval 
Operations, U.S. Navy. Holds BS and MS frcm Univ. of Michigan. 
ITO experience: Active in CCIR Study Groups. Also participated 
in number of NATO study and advisory groups on millimeter wave 
matters.

%
NELSON, Sharon

Legislative Counsel, Consumers Union. Former staff member, 
U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 
WARC-79 participation: Member of WARC Advisory Committee.

OGLE, James

Director, Office of Frequency Management, Department of 
Carmerce. Commerce representative to IRAC. Former delegate to 
NATO/ARFA. Former Chief, U.S. Air Force Frequency Management 
Office. ITO experience: Delegate to 1959 General, 1971 Space, 
1974 Maritime and 1973 Plenipotentiary Conferences.

PAIMER, Lawrence M.

Communications Specialist, International Conference Staff,
FCC. Holds BS from George WAshington Univ. Served in U.S. Navy 
and specialized in communications field. Bnployed by U.S. Navy 
Frequency Management Office before joining FCC. ITO experience: 
Delegate to 1974 Maritime and 1978 Aeronautical Conferences.
WARC-79 participation: Sydney Seminar; bilateral discussions. 
Attended numerous NATO/ARFA and CITEL meetings.

PARLOW, Richard

Chief, Spectrum Engineering and Analysis Division, NTIA. Holds 
BSEE from Univ. of Wisconsin and MEA frcm George Washington Univ. 
Formerly employed by Mitre Corp., Philco Corp., and U.S. Air 
Force (specializing in radio communications systems). ITO 
experience: Active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: 
Delegate to 1978 SPM; Nairobi and Sydney Seminars; bilateral 
discussions.
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PHILLIPS, Paul

Physical Scientist, employed in Frequency Management Office,
U.S. Army. Army representative to IRAC. Former U.S. Air Force 
Officer. WARC-79 participation: Panama Seminar; bilateral 
discussions. Delegate to NATO/ARFA.

PRICE, Richard M.

Radio Astronomer, National Science Foundation. Holds BS in 
physics from Colorado State University and PHd from the Australian 
National University. NSF representative to IRAC. Formerly employed 
by Nat. Bureau of Standards Laboratory, Boston, Mass.; and National 
Radio Physics Laboratory, Sydney, Australia. Served 8 yrs. as 
member of faculty, MIT Physics Dept. Bnployed by NSF since 1975.
ITU experience: Delivered paper at 1976 IFRB Seminar.

PROBST, Samuel E.

Vice Chairman, U.S. WARC Delegation. Director, Spectrum Plans 
and Policies, NTIA. Holds degrees in civil engineering and electrical 
engineering frcm Univ. of Kansas and Penn State. Chairman, IRAC 
and Ad Hoc 144. Former spectrum manager for U.S. Army. ITU
experience: Delegate to 1971 Space and 1973 Plenipotentiary 
Conferences; Chairman, U.S. Delegation, 1978 SPM. WARC-79 
participation: Panaira Seminar; bilateral discussions. Attended 
several CITEL meetings.

REINHART, Edward

Radio Engineering Manager, Gomnunications Satellite Corporation. 
Holds BA and MA frcm University of California. Formerly employed 
by Rand Corp, and Jet Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute 
of Technology. ITO experience: Delegate to 1971 Space and 
1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conferences; Delegate to 1971 SJM.
WARC-79 participation: Delegate to 1978 SPM; Sydney Seminar; 
bilateral discussions.

ROBINSON, Glen 0.

C h a i r m a n ,  U.S. WARC Delegation. Holds AB frcm Harvard Univ. 
and LLB from Stanford. Member of D.C. Bar. Attorney associated 
with Covington and Burling, 1961-62 and 1964-67. Professor of 
Law, Univ. of Minnesota, 1967-74. Commissioner, FCC, 1974-76.
Since 1976, Professor of Law, Univ. of Virginia. Appointed 
Chairman, U.S. Delegation, January 1978.

SCHAEFER, Kalmann

Vice Chairman, U.S. WARC Delegation. Foreign Affairs Advisor, 
FCC. Attended numerous CITEL meetings. Experienced with UNESCO 
MacBride Cotrmission and UN Committee on the Peaceful Uses qf 
Outer Space.
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SHFUM, Richard E.

Vice Chairman, U.S. WARC Delegation. Coordinator of Technical 
Affairs, Office of International Communications Policy, Dept. of 
State. Graduated from U.S. Coast Guard Academy (BS Eng.) and 
U.S. Naval Postgraduate School (MSEE). Former frequency manager 
for U.S. Coast Guard and FCC. ITO experience: Delegate to 1971 
Space, 1974 Maritime, 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conferences; 
Delegate to 1971 SJM; Delegate to 1976 and 1977 Sessions of 
Administrative Council. WARC-79 participation: Vice Chairman,
U.S. Delegation, 1978 SFM; Nairobi and Sydney Seminars; bilateral 
Discussions. Delegate to NATO/ARFA.

STCWE, Ronald F.

Assistant General Counsel, Satellite Business Systems. Holds 
AB frcm Brown Univ. and JD frcm New York Univ. Formerly employed 
as attorney in Dept. of State Legal Adviser's Office; served with 
U.S. Mission to the UN. Delegate to several meetings of UN 
Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. WARC-79 participation: 
Delegate to 1978 SPM; Panama Seminar, bilateral discussions; member 
of WARC Advisory Oomnittee.

TORAK, William

Vice Chairman, U.S. WARC Delegation. Assistant Chief, 
International and Operations Division, FCC. Univ. of Pittsburgh, 
BSEE. WARC-79 participation: Vice Chairman, U.S. Delegation,
1978 SPM; Panama Seminar, bilateral discussions. Delegate to 
NATO/ARFA. Attended several meetings of CITEL.

TYCZ, Thomas

Electronics Engineer, International Conference Staff, Office 
of Chief Scientist, FCC. Holds BSEE frcm Lowell Technological 
Institute, and MSEE frcm Univ. of Maryland. Previously employed 
by Air Force Systems Command and U.S. Navy Electromagnetic 
Compatibility Analysis Center (ECAC). Joined FCC January 1975.
ITO experience: Active in CCIR Study Groups. WARC-79 participation: 
Bilateral discussions in Africa, Middle East and Latin America.

URBANY, Francis

Vice Chairman, U.S. WARC Delegation. International Manager, 
Spectrum Plans and Policies, NTIA. Holds AB frcm Harvard and 
JD and MS Bus. Admin, degrees frcm George Washington Univ. ITO 
experience: Delegate to 1973 Telegraph and Telephone, 1977 
Broadcasting Satellite and 1978 Aeronautical Conferences. V&RC-79 
participation: Nairobi and Panama Seminars; bilateral discussions. 
Attended various meetings of CITEL, INMARSAT and INTELSAT.
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VANDEN HEUVEL, William

U.S. Ambassador to the European Office of the UN and Other 
International Organizations, Geneva. Graduate of Cornell Univ. 
and Cornell Law School. Former Special Asst, to Attorney General 
Robert Kennedy, 1963-64. Served as Acting Regional Administrator, 
Office of Economic Opportunity, 1964-65; Vice President, N.Y.
State Constitutional Convention, 1967; Chairman, N.Y. City Board 
of Correction, 1970-73; and Chairman, N.Y. City Ccranission on 
State-City Relations, 1971-73. Partner in law firm of Stroock, 
Stroock, and Lavin since 1965.

VAN DOORN, Arlan

Deputy Chief, Private Radio Bureau, PCC. Attended Univ. 
of Virginia and George Washington Univ. Previously employed as 
Senior Engineer, Western Development Laboratories and System 
Technology Center, Philco/Ford Corp. Serves as Vice Chairman, Radio 
Technical Commission for Marine Services. Participated as head of 
delegation in bilateral discussions with Mexico and Canada on various 
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Mr. Fascell. With respect to other political problems, the CSCE 
conference and basket 3 and free flow of information and balanced 
information and new world information order it seems to me are all 
wrapped up together. Do you anticipate jamming will come up, for 

■* example? It  is both technical and political.
Mr. Robinson. We have not caught any wind of that par ticu lar 

issue and I would hope it would no t come up but  it is conceivable.
Mr. Fascell. Nobody is being jammed but us; is th at right?

• Mr. Robinson. I could not answer tha t.
Mr. Fascell. Mr. Jacobs.

STATEM ENT OF GEORGE JACOBS, DIRECTOR OF RESEAR CH AND
EN GINE ER ING, BOARD FOR INT ERNA TIO NA L BROADCASTING

Mr. J acobs. The United States and Israel.
Mr. Fascell. The United States and Israel.
Mr. J acobs. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. So if the  United States or Israel does not bring i t up, 

it will not come up?
Mr. Robinson. Tha t is probably right but the problem is tha t while 

it could come up, I suppose Israel could raise i t in the context of dis
cussing allocations because it is one of the things that complicates th e 
allocation picture  I  understand. The problem is th at it is essentially a 
bilatera l problem and for us to raise that in a mul tilateral forum qui te 
frankly  would be an unholy mess. I don’t know how we could come out  
of that.  I don’t know how we could predic t the outcome.

Mr. F ascell. One unholy mess needs to be served by another unholy 
mess.

Mr. Robinson. I t is possible bu t I tend to shy away from opening 
up that kind of debate in this kind of forum, particularly since the 
Soviet Union might otherwise be a veiy strong and important ally 
on many issues in which we have a vi tal inte res t; and this is one th ing 
I don’t th ink we—I doubt very much tha t we could not  clearly win in 
the ITU  on this issue if we were simply to  drop it in out of the blue. 
It  would not happen th at way. We might  cause the Soviet Union some 
other embarrassment but even tha t is somewhat debatab le so, for 
myself—and I have thought a little  about this because it could be 
raised—but on balance I would not raise it.

Mr. Fascell. Won’t it be raised indirectly anyway since the 
sovereignty issue with respect to the control of informat ion is funda
mental to the whole concept on what is going on in this conference?

Mr. Robinson. We don’t know exactly in what context or how th at 
question of free flow might arise. It  is quite conceivable tha t tha t 
would come up in such a highly abstract way tha t i t really would not

• lead to a debate.
Mr. Fascell. Would it  no t come up directly over the allocation of 

space even though the country may not be in a position to use it 
adequately  and even though it runs counter to the entire principal 

» thru st of the U.S. position which is the efficient use of space on the 
theory tha t the country can use it?  On the other hand, if a country 
claims space which they think is theirs and they don’t want to give it  
up even though they are not  presently capable of using it,  won’t tha t 
be tied in with thei r concept of balanced treatme nt in the world media
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and  their develop ment of the in fra str uc ture  to compete? Is n’t  th at 
fund am en tal  to  ev ery thing  you are  going to  tr y to  do?

Mr. R obinso n. Well, there is a way of talkin g abou t those things 
th at does no t necessarily bring  up the kin d of debate th at  we nt on m 
UN ESCO  last y ea r on  free flow o f info rmation  because  that co ns titutes  
a dif ferent  kind  of po litic al d ebate .

Mr. F ascell. I underst and it  m ay n ot arise in pol itical deba te bu t 
I do n’t th ink technicians are necessa rily  nonpol itica l.

Mr . R obin son . N o, no. I  would n ot  insi st t hat  they  were.
Mr. F ascell. So the und ercu rre nt  will be there.
Mr. R obinson. Th e un de rcur rent  will cer tainly  be the re.  As I 

mentioned earl ier, all of th ese  t ech nical issues do have  a pol itical base . 
Our technical  pos itions have  a pol itical base. How do we decide the  
pr iorit y between bro adcasting  a nd fixed s ate llit e or fixed service? How 
do we decide  the  pr ior ity  between a defen se fac ilit y and  a commerc ial 
fac ility? How do we decide any of the se pos itions?  We do it  on the  
basi s of our own socioeconomic and  political  needs .

Mr . F ascell. D o you h ave a good hum an  behav ioral expert on y our 
staff?

Mr. R obinson. We all  fan cy ourselves as being psycholo gist s.
Mr. F ascell. I realize th at .
Mr. R obin son . N o; I don’t have anybody who is tra ined  on the 

sub jec t. I ma y write  a book on th at af ter I  am  throu gh.
Mr. F ascell . We all th ink we are  exp erts  in deal ing with  oth er 

peop le b ut th e t ru th  of the m at te r is we are not.
Mr . R obinso n. Yes.
Mr . F ascell. Y ou know, I  am not  being fac etious.
Mr . R obinson. No. We obv iously  do no t have the so rt of luxury  of 

havin g our own house psych olog ist.
Mr . F ascell. I was no t even thi nk ing of th at bu t th at  migh t no t 

be bad . You  could  use a nice team,  a cu ltu ral  anthropolo gis t and a 
beh aviora l psy cho logi st. I t  migh t be a luxury .

Mr . R obinson. N o more lux ury  t ha n p erh aps some others .
Well, I would  consider a ny  reco mm end atio ns.
Mr . F ascell. You are going to  h ave eight exp erts  coming from  t he  

Congress.
Mr . R obinso n. Cou ld you  b rin g y ou r own psycholo gist  with  you?
Mr . F ascell. We do have  a House psycholog ist.
Mr. R obinson. Is th a t r igh t?
Mr. F ascell. He ’s called a chaplain .
Mr. R obins on . You are  one up  on the  St ate Dep ar tm en t; I don’t 

th in k we have  one.
Mr. F ascell . You be tter  g et one for  thi s delega tion .
Mr. R obinson . A chaplain or  a  psychologist?
Mr. F ascell . I t  migh t no t be a Dad idea  to have someone who 

wears bo th  h at s.
Mr. Buch ana n. If  you  ever wa tch  us vote,  too , in our new elec

tronic  vo tin g thin g, we all  have  ca rds  and  th ey  are  th oro ughly  punch ed 
by  the cha pla in.

Mr. F ascell . Well, I mus t say  th at the  pr ep arator y wor k th at  you 
put in to  thi s th ing is, fro m all asp ect s I can  see, very good and none 
of us  undere stima tes  t he diff icul ty th a t thi s delega tion  is going  to  face. 
Your com mu nication w ith  you r backup  group is go ing to h ave  to be as 
close and effec tive as you  can  possibly make it.  A grea t dea l of i t you
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are going to have to do on the spot based on your best judgment and efforts.
Do you have any o ther questions?
Mr. Buchanan. No. Good luck.
Mr. Fascell. I will add to tha t and say good luck.
Mr. Robinson. Thank you.
Mr. Fascell. As you get ready to go in September, it seems to me 

I recall somewhere tha t the nonalmed group is meeting in Cuba at the same time.
Mr. Robinson. Th at is right, sir.
Mr. Fascell. Goodness knows what resolutions will come out of 

tha t. By the way, does WARC operate on the basis of resolutions?
Mr. Robinson. We have many resolutions, yes. They don’t neces

sarily have any operative effect but there are a lot of resolutions.
Mr. Fascell. Does the final work of the committees go to the plenary for resolution?
Mr. Robinson. Yes.
Mr. Fascell. Is there a resolutions preparation committee?
Mr. Robinson. No.
Mr. F ascell. Does each committee prepare its own end product and 

present it to the plenary?
Mr. Robinson. Yes; with whatever votes are taken.
Mr. F ascell. So the position struggle basically is in the committees.
Mr. Robinson. That  is right, it is.
Mr. Fascell. The committees will work toward achieving con

sensus rath er than  operating by majori ty vote so that the chances 
are bette r that when the resolutions go to the plenary it  will also act, by consensus?

Mr. Robinson. Subject to minor editorials and things like t ha t and 
perhaps some lit tle whistles and bells being attached to the proposals 
but,  yes, I think tha t is essentially correct.

Mr. Fascell. Are the rules of the Conference institutionalized?
Mr. Robinson. Yes, there is a set  of rules and procedures.
Mr. Fascell. Do they have to be adopted at the sta rt of every Conference?
Mr. Robinson. No, they are par t of the permanent conference.
Mr. Fascell. They  are par t of the permanent conference.
Mr. Robinson, lies. All we will be amending are the appended regulations.
Mr. Fascell. Does WARC have a secre tariat?
Mr. Robinson. The ITU has a perm anent secretary.
Mr. Fascell. I mean WARC itself.
Mr. Robinson. No. The secretary for the WARC, the people 

who are handling the administra tive arrangements are the ITU staff.
Mr. Fascell. OK. Thank you very much, Mr. Robinson. We 

appreciate it. We might very well do this same kind of thing after  
the Conference.

Mr. R obinson. I would welcome i t. I won’t be far  away.
Mr. Fascell. OK. Thank you very much.
Without objection, we will include the statement of Ambassador 

Gronouski, Chairman of the Board for International Broadcasting, 
at this point in the record.

[The statem ent referred to follows:]
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Stat ement  of J oh n A. Gro no uski , Chair m an , Board for I nte rnation al. 
Broadcasting

T h u rs d a y , Ju n e  1 4 , 19 79

Mr. C h a ir m an , I am v e ry  p le a s e d  t o  a p p e a r  b e f o r e  t h i s  

d i s t i n g u i s h e d  su b c o m m it te e  in  s u p p o r t  o f  th e  U .S . D e l e g a t i o n 's  

e f f o r t s  a t  WARC-79.

You kno w fr om  my p r e v io u s  a p p e a r a n c e s  b e f o r e  t h i s  su b 

co m m it te e  o f  my i n t e r e s t  an d in v o lv e m e n t in  th e  huma n r i g h t s  

i s s u e ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in  th e  fr eed o m  t o  im p a r t  an d r e c e iv e  

in f o r m a t io n .  I a p p e a r  b e f o r e  t h i s  su b c o m m it te e  to d a y  b e c a u se  

o f  my c o n c e rn  w i th  th e  p o l i t i c a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  WARC-79.

I f  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  C o n fe re n c e  a r e  f a v o r a b l e  fr om  o u r  

p o in t  o f  v ie w , i t  c o u ld  e n c o u ra g e  a f r e e  an d b a la n c e d  fl o w  

o f  i n f o r m a t io n .  I f  th e  ou tc om e i s  u n f a v o r a b l e ,  t h i s  v i t a l  

fl o w  c o u ld  be  s e v e r e l y  r e s t r i c t e d  f o r  a t  l e a s t  th e  re m a in d e r  

o f  t h i s  c e n tu r y .  I am t a l k i n g  h e r e  a b o u t  b r o a d c a s t in g  on  

th e  h ig h  f re q u e n c y  b a n d s . In  th e  f i e l d  o f  huma n c o m m u n ic a ti o n s ,
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h ig h  f re q u e n c y  b r o a d c a s t in g  p l a y s  a u n iq u e  r o l e .  T e c h n i 

c a l l y ,  i t  i s  th e  o n ly  m as s b r o a d c a s t in g  medium c a p a b le  o f  

d i r e c t ,  u n i v e r s a l ,  p e r s o n a l  an d im m e d ia te  co m m u n ic a ti o n  to  

i n d i v i d u a l s  an d a u d ie n c e s  th r o u g h o u t  th e  w o r ld , w i th o u t  th e  

p r i o r  c o n s e n t  o f  th e  r e c i p i e n t  g o v e rn m e n t.

P o l i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  t h a t  in  my v ie w  a r e  a lm o s t  c e r 

t a i n  t o  make th e m s e lv e s  f e l t  a t  WARC-79, e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  

i n d i r e c t l y ,  d e r iv e  fr om  b o th  th e  E a s t- W e s t  i d e o l o g i c a l  

s t r u g g l e  an d t h e  N o r th -S o u th  c o m m u n ic a ti o n  im b a la n c e .

W hil e  a lm o s t e v e ry  c o u n tr y  in  th e  w o r ld  b r o a d c a s t s  on  h ig h  

f r e q u e n c y , th e  S o v ie t  U nio n i s  th e  l e a d e r  in  t h i s  f i e l d ,  

fo ll o w e d  c l o s e l y  by th e  U .S . ,  w i th  t h e  P e o p le s  R e p u b li c  o f  

C h in a , th e  U n it e d  Kingd om  an d th e  F e d e r a l  R e p u b l ic  o f  

Ge rm an y n o t f a r  b e h in d .

M os t d e v e lo p in g  c o u n t r i e s  a l s o  h av e  a l e g i t i m a t e  

i n t e r e s t  in  h ig h  f re q u e n c y  b r o a d c a s t i n g  b u t  th e y  c la im  t o  

h av e  been  " s q u e e z e d  o u t"  by  th e  i n d u s t r i a l  n a t i o n s  who  w er e 

t h e r e  f i r s t  an d who h av e  g r e a t e r  r e s o u r c e s .  The y a re  

c e r t a i n  to  c la m o r  f o r  t h e i r  " f a i r  s h a r e  o f  th e  f r e q u e n c y  

p i e "  a t  WARC-79. Th e C o n fe re n c e  t h u s  lo om s a s  a s e r i o u s  

th re e -w a y  c o n f r o n t a t i o n  b e tw een  W es t,  E a s t  an d th e  T h ir d  

W or ld  f o r  c o n t r o l  o f  f r e q u e n c i e s .  d o n 1 1 s e e  how i t  can  

be  a v o id e d , an d we m ust  be  a l e r t  t o  p o l i t i c a l l y  m o t iv a te d  

s t r a t e g i e s  d i s g u i s e d  a s  t e c h n i c a l  p r o p o s a l s .



Let me cite an example. In WARC-79 proposals already
submitted to the ITU, several countries which maintain 
closed societies, resort to jamming foreign broadcasts and 
exercise censorship and other media controls are pressing 
for further restrictions for high frequency broadcasting.
The Soviet Union, which recently announced the bringing 
into operation of 29 of the world's most powerful high 
frequency broadcasting transmitters, is calling for no 
increase in frequencies for broadcasting. The Soviets can 
afford to take such a position. They have established 
"safe havens" for their broadcasting by preempting segments 
of the high frequency spectrum reserved originally for 
other communication services, most of which have subsequent
ly moved to satellites or other technologically advanced 
telecommunication systems. By resorting to the device of 
"reservations" taken at previous ITU conferences for just
ifying the takeover of these frequencies, Soviet broadcasts 
escape most of the severe interference that the rest of the 
world is encountering in the badly congested broadcasting 
bands. Obviously, the Soviets would like to keep these 
broadcasting enclaves more or less for themselves.

If this Soviet proposal were to prevail and a Third 
World majority were successful in forcing a more balanced 
distribution of the present congested frequencies from their 
point of view, it would be the broadcasting efforts of the 
open society nations that would suffer the most.



59

What can be done to avoid such an outcome? I believe 
that the U.S. has already taken the most important step by 
proposing an adequate expansion of the high frequency 
broadcasting bands so that the broadcasts of all countries 
might be heard clearly and without interference. Basically, 
our proposal would make the present priveleged sanctuaries 
of the Soviet Union available for the entire would to use. 
Our proposal also recognizes the specialized broadcasting 
desires and goals of the developing countries.

There is little doubt now that the high frequency 
region of the radio spectrum will be the most discussed 
subject at the Conference, with the likelihood that broad
casting will draw the most attention. While I am confident 
that the U.S. proposals are responsive to the world's 
broadcasting needs, I recognize the formidable effort that 
remains yet to be mounted if we are to gain majority support 
for them at WARC-79.

I believe that we have attractive proposals that 
protect the broadcasting rights of all countries, and that 
our Delegation will be adequately staffed to negotiate them 
successfully.

The BIB has made available to'the Delegation, George 
Jacobs, our Director of Engineering. Mr. Jacobs has a 
distinguished governmental career in international broad
casting spanning three decades, including a long string of
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outstanding accomplishments at previous ITU Conferences.
He is the main architect of the U.S. proposal for high
frequency broadcasting and it is my understanding that he *

will participate in all aspects of the Conference dealing 
with broadcasting and the free flow of information, and in 
the sensitive negotiations that are likely to develop.

We are also pleased that Mrs. Anna Case of the Voice 
of America has been appointed to the Delegation and will act 
as spokesperson for high frequency broadcasting on the 
Conference floor.

We have also nominated to the Delegation, Mr. Stanley 
Leinwoll, Director of Engineering (U.S.) for RFE/RL, Inc., 
and a recognized authority in international broadcasting.
As you well know, Mr. Chairman, our Board has oversight 
responsibility for RFE/RL, which is supported by Congressional 
funds whose authorization passes in the first instance 
through this subcommittee. Radio Free Euopre and Radio 
Liberty share with the VOA responsiblity for most of the 
international broadcasting effort emanating from this 
country.

Because of its importance to the free flow of infor
mation, I intend to monitor the Conference's progress very 
carefully. If it should become involved directly in certain 
political issues concerning broadcasting, I am prepared with 
Walter Roberts, our Executive Director, to participate in
the deliberations.

*



61

I  am now in  a p o s i t i o n  t o  t e l l  t h i s  su b c o m m it te e  

t h a t  th e  U .S . h a s  p ro d u c e d  e x c e l l e n t  p r o p o s a l s  f o r  h ig h  

f re q u e n c y  b r o a d c a s t i n g ,  an d t h a t  th e  D e le g a t io n  w i l l  be  w e l l  

e q u ip e d  t o  n e g o t i a t e  th em  s u c c e s s f u l l y .  I w an t t o  a s s u r e  

you t h a t  t h i s  e f f o r t  w i l l  have  o u r  f u l l  s u p p o r t .

In  c l o s i n g ,  I  w ould  l i k e  t o  have i n s e r t e d  in  th e  

r e c o r d  th e  a t t a c h e d  summary an d a n a l y s i s  o f  th e  U .S . WARC-79 

p r o p o s a l s  f o r  h ig h  f r e q u e n c y  b r o a d c a s t in g .

Tha nk  y o u .

69-439 0 - 8 0 - 5
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Summa ry  ani» Ana ly sis  of th e WA RC  1979 U.S.  Proposals for H F 
Broadcasting  1

OBJECTIVES
To seek an equitable solution to the existing problems 
of congestion, interference, and high power proliferation 
caused by the lack of sufficient spectrum in the exist
ing bands allocated to the HF Broadcasting Service.
To preserve the present spectrum planning procedure for 
the HF broadcasting bands contained in Article 10 of the 
Radio Regulations which provides for the free and equal 
access of all countries to these bands, assures a free and 
balanced flow of information, and contains the necessary 
flexibility to meet changing conditions, provided sufficient 
spectrum is allocated at WARC-79 to accommodate the on-tnê . 
air frequency requirements of all Administrations and L& 
take into account a reasonable level of. growth through the 
remainder of this century.
To maintain most of the exisiting allocations to HF broad
casting and to expand these allocations between 5.8 and 
21.8 MHz by 1,640 kHz, in order to provide sufficient 
spectrum for the broadcasts of all countries to be heard 
without interference.
To introduce certain technical regulations in order 
to insure greater conservation and more efficient use 
of the spectrum allocated to HF broadcasting by reducing 
the proliferation of unwarrented frequency usage and 
exceptionally high power transmiters.
To protect the broadcasting rights and the legitimate 
spectrum requirements of all countries, but to the extent 
practical, identify specifically and support the
reasonable desires and goals of the developing countries.

1 P re pa re d by George Ja co bs , D irec to r of En gine er in g,  Ju ne  15, 1979.



MAIN POINTS OF U.S. WARC-79 PROPOSAL FOR HF BROADCASTING

Allocation Proposals (Article N7/5):
* Expands the present HF allocations for broadcasting 

between 5.8 and 21.8 MHz by an additional 1,640 kHz, 
or 89%.(Approximately 1,000 kHz of this total repre
sents spectrum in bands presently allocated to the 
Fixed Service, but being used for broadcasting by a 
large number of countries on an " out of band" basis.)

* Preserves the present allocations to HF broadcast
ing below 5.8 MHz, recognizing the continuing need 
and importance of those bands allocated to countries 
in the ITU defined "Tropical Zone".

* Supports the specialized domestic broadcasting 
and fixed requirements of developing countries
by proposing 300 of the expanded 1,640 kHz between 
5.8 and 21.8 MHz for the exclusive use of countries 
located in the Tropical Zone ( Radio Regulation 
3496/202).

* Reduces the present allocation to the under-used 
26 MHz band by 250 kHz.

* Shifts the present broadcasting allocation in Regions 
1 and 3 between 7.1 and 7.25 MHz so that this segment 
can be allocated exclusively to the Amateur Service 
on a worldwide basis.

* Preserves the free and equal access coordination 
planning procedure contained in Article 10 of the 
Radio Regulations.

* Permits domestic HF Fixed Service requirements of 
all countries to continue on a shared basis in 
the expanded allocations through ffotnote action
( Footnote 3506 A).

Technical Proposals (Article N28/7):

* Requires the Conference to determine a date
for the mandatory introduction of single-sideband 
emission in the HF bands allocated to broadcasting. 
( Radio Regulation 6215 A and Resolution A.)

* Establishes a power limit of 250"kW- for international 
broadcasting and 50 kW for domestic broadcasting in 
the HF bands ( Radio Regulations 6215 B and D).

* Limits Administrations to the use of a single 
frequency in each band for each different pro
gram transmitted to a specific ITU reception 
zone ( Radio Regulation 6215 C).

* Reduces the permissible level of spurious emission 
from HF broadcasting transmitters (Radio Regulation 
6215 F) .

The following appendices contain statistical and other 
data upon which the U.S. WARC-79 proposals for HF 
broadcasting are based.
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PROPOSED U.S HF BROADCASTING ALLOCATIONS
WARC- 79

(5.85- 26.1 MHz)
Band
Segment
(kHz) Notes

Bandwidth
(kHz)

5850- 5900 FX/BC (3496/202) 50
5900- 5950 BC (3506A) 50
5950- 6200 BC (Existing Retained) 250
7100- 7250
7250- 7300 BC

(Exisiting Reg. 1&2 
Deleted)
(Existing Reg. 1&2) 50

7300- 7500 BC (3506A) 200
7500- 7550 FX/BC (3496/202) 50
9375- 9500 BC (3506A) 125
9500- 9775 BC (Exisiting Retained) 275
9775- 9825 BC (3506A) 50
9825- 9875 FX/BC (3496/202) 50
11500- 11550 FX/BC (3496/202) 50
11550- 11700 BC (3506A) 150
11700- 11975 BC (Existing Retained) 275
11975- 12000 . B c (3506A) 25
13600- 13850 BC (3506A) 250
13900- 14000 FX/BC (3496/202) 100
15100- 15450 BC (Existing Retained) 350
15450- 15700 BC (3506A) ' 250
17600- 17700 BC (3506A) 100
17700- 17900 BC (Existing Retained) 200
19750- 19990 BC (3506A) 240
21450- 21750 BC (Exisiting Retained) 300
21750- 21800 BC (3506A) 50
25600- 25850 
25850- 26100 BC

(Existing Deleted-) - 
(Existing Retained) 250

TOTAL 3,740
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P ro p o s e d  F o o tn o te  3506A

w

Those a d m in is tr a ti o n s  who co nti nue to  have 
re quir em en ts  fo r  n a ti o n a l fi xed  o p e ra ti o n s  in  th e  
bands 590 0-5950  kHz, 7300-7 500  kHz, 937 5-9 500 kHz 

* 9775-9 825  kHz, 11550-11 700 kHz, 1 1 9 7 5 -1 2 0 0 0  kH z,
1 3 6 0 0 -1 3 8 5 0  kH z,  1 5 4 5 0 -1 5 7 0 0  k H z,1 7 6 0 0 -1 7 7 0 0  kHz 

an d  19750-19990 kHz may co nti nue to  meet th e i r  sp e c ia l 
fi xed  se rv ic e  re quir em en ts  in  th ese  ban ds . Fi xe d 
se rv ic e  o p era ti o n s  w il l ta ke due re gard  to  
te c h n ic a l and o p e ra ti o n a l p ro v is io n s w ith  a vie w 
to  min im iz ing th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f ha rm fu l in te r 
fe re nce to  th e  B ro ad ca st in g  s e rv ic e . The Bro ad
c a s ti n g  se rv ic e  w il l e x e rc is e  ca re  in  th e  s e le c ti o n  
o f pow er,  lo c a ti o n , an te nna  d i r e c t i v i t y ,  and 
b ro adcast in g  sc hed ule s w ith  a view to  min im iz in g 
ha rm fu l in te r fe re n c e  to  th e  fi xed  o p e ra ti o n s  o f th ose  
a d m in is tr a ti o n s  co ncer ned . A dm in is tr a ti ons a re  
urg ed  to  e s ta b l is h  sh ari ng  ar ra ng em en ts  whe re th e  
p o s s ib i l i ty  o f ha rm fu l in te r fe re n c e  ap pear s l ik e ly .
The se rv ic e  o f th e  IFRB may be u t i l i z e d  in  th e 
co nd uc t o f such  n e g o ti a ti o n s , i f  re q u ir e d .



STATISTICAL COMPARISON BETWEEN
U.S. WARC-79 PROPOSALS FOR H.F.
BROADCASTING AND EXISTING ALLOCATIONS

1. Between 5,850 and 21,800 kHz
Existing Allocations:
1,650 kHz Worldwide 

200 kHz Regions 1 & 3
TOTAL= 1,850 kHz

U.S. Proposed Allocations:
Existing Worldwide Retained: 1,650 kHz 
Existing Regions 1 &3
Proposed Worldwide: 50 kHz
Additional Worldwide Proposed 
(Footnote 3506 A): 1,490 kHz
Additional Proposed
(Radio Reg.3496/202): 300 kHz

TOTAL= 3,490 kHz

Proposed Increase From
Existing Allocations: 1,640 kHz
% Increase From Exisiting 
Allocations: 89 %

2. The U.S. proposes a reduction of 250 kHz in 
the present 26 MHz band.

3. The U.S. proposes no changes to H.F. broadcasting
allocations below 5,850 kHz.
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RESOLUTION No. /~A_7

t o  th e  CCIR

R e la ti n g  t o  th e  E x p e d it io u s  I n tr o d u c ti o n  o f  S in g le  -  
S id eban d Sy stem s f o r  B ro a d c as ti n g  i n  Ban d 7 (HE)

The  Worl d A d m in is tr a ti v e  Rad io  C o n fe re n ce , G en ev a,  1979 

c o n s id e r in g

a ) th e  fr eq u en cy  u t i l i z a t i o n  a d v an ta g es  o f  a  s in g le -s id e b a n d  
b ro a d c a s ti n g  sy st em  in  Band  7 ;

b)  th e  t e c h n ic a l  a d v an ta g es  o f  su ch  a  sy st em  in  re d u c in g  i n te r f e r e n c e  
an d th e  e f f e c t s  o f  f a d in g ;

c)  th e  energ y  c o n s e rv a ti o n  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  su ch  a syst em ;

d)  th e  a d v an ta g es  o f  a  w orl d -w id e s ta n d a rd iz e d  s in g le -s id e b a n d  b ro a d c a s t 
sy st em ;

e)  th e  ne ed  f o r  a s u b s ta n ia l  w orl d -w id e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  low  c o s t  
r e c e iv e r s  ca p ab le  o f  tu n in g  s in g l e —si d eb an d  b ro a d c a s ts  a s  an  in c e n t iv e  to  
in tr o d u c e  su ch  a  sy st em  in  Band 7 ;

re c o g n iz in g  t h a t  th e  i n t r o d u c t io n  o f  s in g le -s id e b a n d  t ra n s m is s io n  
fo r  b ro a d c a s ti n g  in  Band  7 i s  d e s i r a b le  a t  th e  e a r l i e s t  p r a c t i c a l  d a te  
fo ll o w in g  th e  im p le m en ta ti o n  o f  th e s e  R e g u la ti o n s ,

i n v i t e s  th e  CCIR

1.  to  e x p e d it e  s tu d ie s  in  re sp o n se  t o  Q u es ti o n s  2 5 /1 0 , 36/1 0  an d U l/ 10  whi ch  d e a l  w it h  th e  
t ra n s m is s io n  an d r e c e p t io n  o f  s in g le -s id e b a n d  b ro a d c a s ts  in  Band 7 ;

2 . to  e s t a b l i s h  a  t im e ta b le  in  which  th e  n e c e s s a ry  c o n d it io n s  m ig ht  be  met f o r  th e  
co m pu ls or y u se  o f  s in g le -s id e b a n d  f o r  b ro a d c a s ti n g  in  Band 7 .
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ARTICLE N28

B r o a d c a s t in g  S e r v i c e  and  B r o a d c a s t in g -  
S a t e l l i t e  S e r v i c e

S e c t io n  I .  B r o a d c a s t in g  S e r v ic e

NOC 62 13

NOC 6214 42 2 R e aso n : N e c e s s a ry  and  a d e q u a te  a s  A
d r a f t e d .

MOD 6215/L23 In principle, except in the frequency band 3 900 - 4 000 kHz
Broadcasting stations using frequencies jfcxbcxxSciS&kktxSi 
in the bands shown in 6218/425 . V V or above
26 100 kHz shall not employ power exceeding that 
necessary to maintain economically an effective national 
service of good quality within the frontiers of the 
country concerned.

Reason: To state the principle without exception 
and to align with allocation proposal.

ADD 6215A In the interest of increasing spectrum utilization in 
the HF Broadcasting Bands all Broadcasting stations in 
the bands between 23 00  - 26 100 kHz will discontinue the 
use of double sideband emissions by / January 1, 1995; 
date to be decided by the Conference - see also
ADD Resolution / A  77.

Reason: For increased spectrum utilization.

ADD O215B To en hanc e sh a ri n g  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and to  improve  
re c e iv in g  c o n d it io n s , b ro ad casti n g  s ta t io n s  in
Band 7 , v h ll e  comp lying v i t h  th e  p ro v is io n s  of
No. 49 98 /694  sh a ll  i a  no ev en t employ a t r a n s 
m it te r  o u tp u t pow er in  ex cess  of  54 dBW.

ADD 6215C

Re as on : To en ha nc e sh a ri n g  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and  
to  im prov e re c e iv in g  c o n d it io n s .

In  Band 7 , no a d m in is tr a ti o n  s h a l l  emp loy  more 
th an  one fr eq uency p e r  fr eq uency  band to  pr ov id e 
si m u lt aneousl y  th e  same m od ulat ed  s ig n a l to  any 
zon e o r t o  con ti guous zo nes .

Re ason : To in c re a se  sp ec trum  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  to  
en ha nc e sh a ri n g  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  and  to  
improve re c e iv in g  c o n d it io n s .

fa
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*

*

ADD 6215D

ADD 62 15E

ADD 6215F

N otw it hst an din g th e  p ro v is io n s  of Mo. 6215B, 
b ro a d ca s ti n g  s ta t io n s  o p e ra ti n g  in  Band 7 and 
n o t i f ie d  as  se rv in g  a t a r g e t  a re a  p a r t i a l l y  or  
w holly in s id e  th e  coun tr y  c o n ta in in g  th e  s t a t io n  
s h a l l  in  no even t em plo y a t r a n s m i t te r  o u tp u t 
power in  exce ss  of Uy aBW.

R ea so n; In  co n ju n c ti o n  w it h  MOD 621 5/4 -23 , to  
en co ur ag e th e pla ce m en t o f do m es tic  
and  s im il a r  se rv ic e s  o u ts id e  o f 3and 7 
whe re ve r f e a s ib le .

B ro adcast in g  s ta t io n s  o p e ra ti n g  in  Band 7 and 
se rv in g  an  a re a  as  d e fi n ed  in  ADD Ko. 6215D 
s h a l l  not o p era te  on a fr eq uency  abo ve 1 4 ,0 0 0  kHz

Rea so n; To in c re a se  sp ec trum  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  to  
en ha nc e sh a ri n g  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  and to  
imp rov e re c e iv in g  c o n d it io n s  in  co n
ju n c ti o n  w it h  Nos. 6215/4-23  and  ADD 
6215D.

N otw it hst an d in g  th e  p ro v is io n s  o f  fo o tn o te  1 to  
Appen dix  4 or any  o th e r  p ro v is io n s  of  th ese  Regu 
la t i o n s ,  no t r a n s m i t te r  o p e ra ti n g  in  th e  b ro ad
c a s ti n g  se rv ic e  in  Band 7 s h a l l  su pp ly  to  the 
tr an sm is s io n  l in e  a mean power o f any  sp u ri o u s 
em is si on  in  excess  o f -3 0 d3W.

Rea so n; To imp rov e sp ec trum  u t i l i s a t i o n  and to  
a s s i s t  in  th e re s o lu ti o n  of  cases of 
har m fu l in te r fe re n c e  a t t r ib u ta b le  to  
such  sp u ri o u s em is s io n s .

NOC 6216  th ro ugh  6217 424

MOD 6218/U25 The use by the broadcasting service of the bands listed 
below is restricted to the Tropical Zone:

2 300 - 2 498 kHz
2 300 - 2 495 kHz
3 200 - 3 400 kHz
4 750 - 4 995 kHz
5 005 - 5 060 kHz
5 850 - 5 900 kHz
7 500 - 7 550 kHz
9 825 - 9 875 kHz
11 500 - 11 550 kHz
13 900 - 14 000 kHz

Reason: Consequential

(Region 1)
(Regions 2 and 3)
(all Regions)
(all Regions)
(all Regions)
(all Regions)
(alt Regions)
(all Regions)
(all Regions)
(all Regions) 

to allocation proposals.

NOC 62 19  42 6 th ro u g h  62 21  428



Daily Frequency Hours
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WORLDWIDE SHORTWAVE FREQUENCY USE 

(Number of Daily Frequency Hours)

Actual Use, December 1978  

J ITU Recommended Capacity
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Analysis of U.S. WARC-79 H.F. Broadcasting
Proposals

Freq.
Band
kHz

B A N D W I D T H ( k H z )
U.S.
Prop
osal

Remaining 
% Defic-- 
iency

Total
Required

Existing
Allocation

Existing 
t % Defic-

iency

6 525 250 52 350 33

7 500 200 60 300 40

9 715 275 62 500 30

11/13* 800 275 66 750 6

15/13* 875 350 60 750 14

17/19** 480 200 58 480 0

21/19** 360 300 17 360 0

26 300 500 +66 300 0

SUMMARY
6-22 MHz 4,255 1,850 57% 3,490 18%

Total Bandwidth Required; 4,255 kHz
Total Bandwidth Existing: 1,850 kHz
Present Bandwidth Deficiency:2,405 kHz 
Additional Bandwidth (U.S.): 1,640 kHz 
Remaining Deficiency : 765 kHz #

# Remaining bandwidth deficiency to be 
further reduced with the implementation 
of proposed U.S. technical standards for 
the eventual introduction of singlesideband 
techniques for HF broadcasting; reduction in 
the use of multiple frequencies; establishing 
maximum power levels; and the further reduction 
of spurious emissions.

* 13 MHz proposed allocation split between 
11 and 15 MHz deficiencies.

** 19 MHz proposed allocation split between 
15, 17 and 21 MHz deficiencies.

Mr. Fascell. The subcommittee stands adjourned subject 
the call of the Chair.

[Whereupon, a t 12:08 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]



THE WORLD ADMINISTRATIVE RADIO CONFERENCE 
AND INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS POLICY

THURSDAY, JULY 31, 1980

H ouse of R epresenta tives,
Com mit tee  on F oreign A ffairs , 

S ubcomm ittee on I nte rnational  Oper ations ,
Wa shington , D.C.

The subcommitt ee met at  10 :50 a.m., in room 2200, Ra yb urn House  
Office Bu ild ing , Hon. Da nte  B. Fasce ll (ch air man  of  the subcom
mi ttee) pre sid ing .

Mr. F ascell. The  subcomm ittee  wil l come to  ord er.
We  mee t toda y to complete the subcom mit tee’s overs igh t on the 

1979 W orld  Ad minist rat ive Ra dio  Con ference  whi ch took plac e 
from Sep tem ber  24 to Decemb er 6,1979.

We conduc ted a preli minary he ar ing con cerning the prep arat ions  
fo r WAR C on Ju ne  14 o f l as t year . We will  now he ar  some ind ivi du al 
reactio ns to  the outcome of  t he  WAR C,  the pro spe cts  f or  t he  fu tur e, 
and the problems o f the organiz ati ons of  th e U.S . Government  in the 
are a o f in ternati on al  co mm unicat ions pol icy.

Te sti fy ing toda y are Pr of . Glen O. Robinson, chair ma n of  the  
WAR C de leg ation  and the six vice-chai rs of  th e W AR C delegation.

Th ey  are —we hav e an imp osing delega tion—R icha rd  E. Shrum , 
Office o f In te rn at iona l Com municatio ns Pol icy , Bu rea u of  Econom ic 
and B usin ess A ffa irs , Dep ar tm en t o f S ta te ;

Wil son  Dizard,  Senio r Policy Ad vis er fo r In te rn at iona l Com muni
cat ion s Pol icy , I nt er na tio na l Comm unicat ion  A ge nc y;

Fr an ci s S. Ur ba ny , Manag er,  In te rn at iona l Com municatio ns, Na 
tio na l Tel ecomm unications  and In fo rm at ion Adm in ist ra tio n;
. E d Prob st,  De pu ty Associate Adm in is tra to r fo r Spect rum , Na 

tio nal Tel ecommunications  and In fo rm at ion Adm in ist ra tio n;
Ka lm ann Schaefe r, Fo reign  Aff air s Adviser, Fe de ral Com munica

tio ns  Com mission; and
Willi am  R. To rak , In te rn at iona l and Op era tio ns  Divis ion , Office of  

Science  and  Tec hno logy , Federa l Com municatio ns Comm ission .
Gen tlem en, we are  delighte d to hav e you here . Welcome back.
We heard  you had a good conference.  We are  anx ious to he ar  all 

about it.
Mr. R obin son, wou ld you proceed  ?

(75)
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STATEMENT OF GLEN 0. ROBINSON, CHAIRMAN, U.S. DELEGATION, 
WORLD ADMINISTRATIVE RADIO CONFERENCE, 1979

Mr. Robinson. T ha nk  you,  Mr. Ch air ma n. I  am very pleased to  be 
here tod ay to  r ep or t on the res ult s of the Conference and ta lk  a  lit tle  
bi t wi th you abo ut some of  th e implicat ion s of th at  Conference.

I have a p re pa re d sta tem ent  which I  wi ll submi t fo r the record.
Mr. F ascell. With ou t obje ction, t he  f ul l sta tem ent will  be included  

in the record.
Mr. Robinson. W ith  th at  in  the  record , I  can  sum marize  my pr e

pa red rem ark s an d the n tu rn  to my experts  on the  ri ght and le ft  to 
tel l you  wh at rea lly  hap pened.

Mr. Ch air ma n, although it  did no t compete fo r othe r in ter na tio na l 
events such  a s SA LT  I I  and the Mid dle  Eas t peace talks , the Iran ian 
hos tage crisis and sundry othe r even ts, WAR C was nev erth eles s an 
im po rta nt  Conference. I t  involv ed the  m ana gem ent  and  th e allocat ion  
of an in ter na tio na l resource, the radio spe ctrum  t hat  is becoming in 
creasingly vi ta l to  t he  social and economic wel fare of every na tio n in 
the  wor ld.

Al thou gh  th e pr im ary tasks of  the W AR C were t echnical i n chara c
ter , WAR C also exci ted intense  po liti ca l con trov ersy  fo r a tim e be
cause of  i ts foreseen relevance to the  emerging d ialog  over a so-cal led 
new world  inf orma tio n order. That  is a concept which, as you know, 
Mr. Ch airma n, has  been much deb ated in recent  ye ars  in  the U.N . and  
UN ES CO  an d othe r fo rums. Be fore the  W AR C, the re w as a g re at  deal 
of  spe culatio n t hat  the Conferen ce m ight  provide  a ma jor  opp or tuni ty  
fo r eng aging  in a debate on the  new wor ld inf orma tio n ord er,  a 
debate th at  is pr im ar ily  betw een developed and  dev eloping cou ntr ies  
over  such issues as free flow of  inform ati on , develop men t assis tance , 
and oth er issues.

Suc h a deb ate  did  not ma ter ial ize , a fact  which I  am pleased to 
rep or t, g iven  th at  the  U.S.  positi on go ing  into the WAR C w as th at  this  
was not an ap prop ria te  for um  fo r fu rthe ring  th at  dia log , im po rta nt  
tho ug h i t may be.

Th ough  the  Conference was not, of course, devoid of  politi ca l con
sid era tions  it  did , in fac t, devote mos t of its  busin ess to the specific 
tasks of  rev ising  rad io spectru m allo cat ions and  associated reg ula
tion s, tasks th at  were pe rhaps a bi t more dull than  the more general  
debate over  a new wor ld inform ati on  ord er,  b ut  which were,  I  th ink , 
successfully  com pleted in lars re measure  because  of the absence of more  
gen era l politi ca l rhe tor ic. That  the Conference  was successful I  have 
no doubt. Wh en the  reco rd of the  Con ference  is studie d in fu ll detai l 
th at  will  be the gener al consensus.

Before the  WAR C, it  was common in the  Un ite d State s and in 
some o ther  co unt ries , to depic t t he  U ni ted  State s and  oth er developed 
cou ntr ies  as def end ers  of  the  sta tus quo bele aguered by an arm y of  
Thi rd  W or ld  dev eloping cou ntr ies  be nt  on a rac ial  res haping  oi  the  
in ternat iona l communica tions orde r to  thei r advanta ge  and  our dis 
adv antag e. I f  one accepted  th at  view of the  sit ua tio n on the eve of 
WAR C, one migh t be tem pte d to say th at  the  actual  outcome of the  
Con ference  was,  in  the w ords o f H or at io  Nelson, a “gr ea t a nd  glorious
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victory’’ for the United States since the international order was not 
significantly altered to our disadvantage.

However, to talk about a great and glorious victory as though the 
United States alone emerged victorious would be highly misleading. 
In fact, it was the common consensus of all the partic ipants at the 
Conference t hat  all the nations of the ITU emerged the winners.

In terms of specific U.S. objectives, it is natura l, of course, to try  
to assess the results of an enterprise in terms of a scorecard of how 
many proposals, how many objectives were won and lost. While tha t 
is possible in some sense, it would be very misleading to try  to go down 
the list of our proposals and say which ones we achieved and which 
ones we did not. For one thing,  not all of our proposals were of equal 
importance to basic national interests. More important in any event 
is the fact th at our proposals were not necessarily an actual reflection 
of our total objectives. It is ultimately the objectives, not the particular  
form of the proposals tha t must be assessed.

Mr. Chairman, I will not run through the list of all of the items on 
the specific agenda, though we can, i f you will, pull out one or two 
tha t are most important.

First I will talk for a l ittle bit about the general objectives and how 
we fared on those.

Going into the Conference, we had expressed basically four general 
objectives. Our first objective was to support the role of the ITU as an 
organization responsible for international  spectrum allocation and 
management. Some people viewed that  as a status quo thing , but  we 
are very strong supporters of the tradi tional role of the I TU  and we 
were happy  to see the IT U emerged out of th is Conference as strongly 
as it tradit ionally has been, as the  premier international organization 
responsible for spectrum management.

A. second major objective was to maintain IT U processes which 
provide maximum flexibility and adaptab ility to changing needs. This 
was a controversial objective in the sense tha t many people thought 
tha t the ITU processes were cumbersome and unfair  and needed radi
cal overhaul. We did change a number of the specific procedures for 
allocating radio spectrum, but  on the whole I th ink the IT U processes 
emerged as strong and efficient. We re tained most of the  flexibility of 
the system, and in doing so I  think  we protected our basic objective.

Our th ird  major objective was to achieve interna tional agreement on 
some incremental changes— we all stressed the word “incremental” 
which I will explain in a moment—in the ITU  regulations  in order to 
enhance specific U.S. economic, social, and national security interests.

I stress the word “ incremental” to denote the fact tha t we did not 
see the need for radically  revamping most of the allocations. In  most 
cases what we sought at the conference were adjustments in partic ular  
allocations to meet changing communications needs. In most cases, I 
think  it is fai r to say, our approach was the approach followed by the 
Conference as a whole.

Four th, and by no means least, we had the objective of supporting 
changes in allocations and related procedures which would accommo
date the needs of other nations consistent, of course, with our own es
sential requirements while a t the same time endeavoring to avoid or 
limit  the impact of  political efforts to restric t our use of the  spectrum.
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I have already commented on the political aspects. I can say t hat  
we were successful in keeping the  Conference focused on the specific 
agenda a t hand and avoiding general political debate over new world 
information order objectives which we thoug ht were more properly 
addressed in forums such as the U.N. and UNESCO.

We did support most of the responsible changes tha t were pu t for
ward by the  other partic ipants. We did end up tak ing five reservations 
on part icula r mat ters which we can go into, but in general those reser
vations do not impeach my statement tha t we regard the Conference 
as successful.

We agreed with most of the changes made. Some of the more sensi
tive problems, some of the more sensitive issues, were postponed and 
we may yet have to revisit them in the future, but in general the 
Conference addressed the changes in a responsible and fairminded 
fashion. Certainly  from the stand point of our interests, from the 
standpo int of our support of the ITU , we cannot really complain.

With  tha t general introduction, let me skip over some of the specific 
items and come back to them as you like.

I would like to consider some of the more general implications for 
the future. As I  said, I don’t think  the IT U or its basic processes were 
changed in any way to our disadvantage or to the disadvantage of the 
other partic ipants. I do think  tha t w hat W ARC did was to focus, for  
a brief time, a b righ t lig ht on the work of the ITU  and gave increased 
recognition to its importance and the i mpor tant role which it  is going 
to play in the future. There is no question international  spectrum regu
lation will assume an increasingly important role in the field of inter 
national communications. I  say th is quite independent of any general 
philosophical debate about new world information order, which I 
regard as heavily, if not entirely  rhetorical.

Independe nt of the merits or demerits of some of the issues embraced 
by the new world information order, I think  tha t international spec
trum allocations itself is a discrete subject. It  will be recognized as an 
impor tant area for international negotiation in the future.

If  this assessment is correct, it implies a somewhat greater  recogni
tion on the p art  of the U.S. communications policymakers to its inter
national aspects. This is not limited to electronic communications, but  
there is no doubt tha t electronic communications and, hence, radio 
spectrum regulation, is going to be the  focal point for international 
negotiations over communications policy.

This implies an impor tant role f or the ITU . I  mentioned earlier th at 
some of the major issues at  the 1979 Conference were postponed to a 
series of specialized and regional WARC’s to be held throughout the 
1980’s. In general the United States favored these conferences. Such 
specialized conferences are not a new th in g; in fact, they are really the 
norm for the ITU. However, the scheduling of a series of such confer
ences by a general WARC is somewhat unique, setting  out a new pat
tern of IT U activity. It  may, in fact, be that another general WARC 
of the scope of this one might not be convened for the foreseeable 
future.

There was some interest on the par t of some delegates for conven
ing an other such conference in 10 years, bu t I think in general the re-
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action to that  proposal a t the Conference was one of mild disbelief that  
we could either launch such another major event in 10 years or tha t 
anybody would want to. Tha t attitu de probably reflects the notion 
tha t it is going to be increasingly more efficient, more sensible to  con
duct a series of specialized, highly focused conferences with p articu lar 
allocations problems rath er than  one great  big conference to try  to 
embrace them all.

What this means, is that we will be dealing in the futur e not so much 
with individual conferences, a lthough there will be a lot of individua l 
conferences, as an ongoing negotiation process. One conference will 
fade into another. In fact, you can already see this happening. We 
came back from the 1979 Conference and immediately the United 
States went off to a regional conference in South America. There are 
conferences scheduled almost every year between now and the end of 
the 1980’s of one kind or another.

The U.S. preparations  for such conferences will have to be a con
tinuin g effort, not something you star t up and then wind down and 
then start up again. This will require a level of preparation, of con
stan t preparation and a level of coordination which will assure that  
prepar ations not only link the different IT U conferences with each 
other, but also l ink the ITU conferences with  the ongoing dialog on 
international communication policy generally, tha t means with  other 
conferences a t UNESCO and at the U.N., et cetera.

For futur e conferences, I  do not propose any dramatic  or substan
tial, even, changes in the basic approach we followed for  1979. It  has 
been suggested from time to time tha t what we really need is to reor
ganize the entire spectrum management autho rity to centralize it. I  am 
not convinced tha t th at is either practicable or wise at this point.

As you know, the current  domestic policies are the  province of two 
separate agencies, the FCC and the NTIA. These, in coordination with 
other agencies, industry, and the  private  sector generally come together 
to develop an internat ional policy. At tha t point the State  Dep art
ment gets in the act.

I  think tha t process worked reasonably well fo r WARC. I don’t say 
tha t it was always an easv th ing to accomplish. We spent the better 
part o f 5 years prepar ing for WARC and th ere were some conflicts and 
frictions along the way, but the test of a good system is whether it 
works. It  did, in fact, work for the 1979 Conference.

We did have a coherent policy. We were able to coordinate domestic 
policy quite well, despite the bi furcated  organization, the fragmente d 
organization which we had in the Uni ted States.

With respect to the role o f the State Department, it has been sug
gested from time to time tha t the State Depart ment perhaps should 
have a greater role in this. I guess I would have to say th at for 1979 
at least I thoug ht the State Department played about the rig ht role. 
It  was a role in which we were an active part icipant in shaping the 
international  policy as well as representing it abroad.

I don’t see a great deal of—I don’t see the  need for a great deal of 
additional resources to be funneled into the State Department to 
handle th is role. I t is really sufficient if  the S tate Departm ent plays an 
impor tant coordinating role among the different agencies concerned 
with inte rnational  spectrum management.
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There  is an im po rta nt  role  to pla y, of course, in coord ina tin g all 
in ter na tio na l com mun icat ions  policy. Th is is a role th at  has  to be 
played  by the  St ate De partm ent. I  th ink we did  th at  reasonably well 
for the  1979 Conference. We had a group set up in the State  Dep ar t
ment which regu larly  met to develop link age s between UN ES CO  
policies and  UN ES CO  neg otiatio ns,  and the IT U  business, and  it 
worked r easonably well.

I th ink th at  c oordinat ion  mechanism  mu st be retained.  I t mu st be, 
if  an yth ing , str ength ened, a lthough  I  do n’t hav e any specific pro posals 
to make as to how it  migh t be strength ened, oth er th an  perha ps  to 
encourage the  De pa rtm en t to give it  a hig h pr io rit y and  to devo te 
sufficient resources to th at  tas k of coo rdinat ion , if ca rried  out.

At  the  prese nt time t hat  task is  large ly lodged  with  Und er  Se cre tar y 
Matthe w Nimetz. I have no t been connected  with th at  since the  Con
ference, bu t fro m all  app ear anc es it  seems to be working reasonably  
well. Beyond  a str on g State  De pa rtm en t role for coord ina ting in te r
na tio na l communica tions policy an d beyo nd a heightened awareness 
th at  th is is an impo rta nt  are a f or  the  fu ture , as  I  say,  I  ha ve no  specific  
reco mmendations to make fo r reo rga niz ation  or  a dditio nal changes in 
the  ins titut ion al  st ructu re  by which we make these policies.

From  tim e to time it has been suggested th at  perha ps  we need to 
create  a centr al office with in the State  D ep ar tm en t which would handle 
all in ternat iona l com mun icat ions  policy . I am not convinced th at  is 
require d. I don’t rea lly  hav e any  str on g views on it one way or  the  
other. I th in k it is pro bab ly sufficient if you have someone in the  top  
ran ks  of  the  S ta te  Dep ar tm en t who is aware  of  the diff eren t issues and  
awa re of the need f or  coordinating betw een them.

Mr. Ch airma n, I will  let the  sta tem ent  rest a t that  and  ask you  i f you 
have  any questions to  which I  will be ha pp y to  respond.

[Mr . Robinson ’s prepared  sta tem ent fol low s:]



Prepared State ment  of Glen O. Robinson, C ha irma n, U.S. Delegation, World 
A dmin istrative Radio Conference, 1979

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am pleased to 
be here today to review with you the results of the 1979 World 
Administrative Radio Conference (WARC) completed last December.

Though it did not compete with other international events, 
such as Salt II, Middle East peace talks or the Iranian hostage 
crisis, for headlines in The Washington Post, WARC was an important 
conference; it involved the management of an international resource, 
the radio spectrum, that is vital to the social and economic welfare 
of every nation in the world. Although its tasks were primarily 
technical in character, WARC also excited political controversy 
because of its foreseen relevance to the "New World Information 
Order"— a concept much debated in recent years in forums such as 
the UN and UNESCO.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, before the WARC there was a 
great deal of speculation that WARC would provide a major oppor
tunity for a debate, particularly between developed and developing 
countries, over such issues as free versus balanced flow of informa
tion, development assistance and other issues embraced by the 
"New World Information Order" dialogue. Such a debate did not 
materialize— a fact I am happy to report given the U.S. position 
that WARC was not an appropriate forum for it. Though the con
ference was not, of course, devoid of politics, it did devote 
itself to the specific tasks of revising radio spectrum allocations 
and associated regulations— tasks that were perhaps duller but 
which proved more constructive than a general philosophical debate 
over information orders, new or old, would have been.

That the Conference was successful cannot, I think, be doubted. 
Before the WARC it was common, in the U.S. at least, to depict 
the U.S. and other developed countries as defenders of the status



quo beleagured by a determined army of the Third World bent on 
radically reshaping the international communications order to their 
advantage and our discomfiture. If one accepted that view of the 
situation going into the WARC, one might be tempted to say that 
the actual outcome of the Conference was, in the words of Horatio 
Nelson, "a great and glorious victory" for the U.S. inasmuch as "the 
order" was not altered to our disadvantage. However, just as 
the image of the North-South warfare was exaggerated, claiming a 
"great and glorious victory" would be extravagant. It would also 
misleadingly suggest that WARC was comparable to the Battle of 
Trafalger in that one side's victory was another's loss. In fact 
such is not the case. If we were victors at WARC, we shared the 
distinction with all of the 154 members of the ITU. We were all 
winners.

In terms of U.S. objectives it is natural to try to assess 
the results of an enterprise such as this by constructing a simple 
score card of proposals won and lost. To do so, however, would be 
very misleading. For one thing, not all our proposals were of equal 
importance; some were vital, some of little consequence to basic 
national interests. More important in any event is the fact that 
proposals alone are not a full reflection of objectives, and it is 
ultimately the objectives, not the particular proposals, that are 
of real concern. Let me talk first about general U.S. objectives 
then outline some of the major specific objectives.

U.S. Objectives
U.S. objectives for WARC have been articulated in different 

phrases at different times. But in essence they have been con
sistently as follows:

1) To support the role of the ITU as the organization 
responsible for international spectrum allocation and manage
ment.

2) To maintain ITU processes which provide maximum 
flexibility and adaptability to changing needs.

3) To achieve international agreement on incremental 
changes in ITU regulations in order to enhance U.S. economic, 
social and national security interests.

4) To support incremental changes in allocations and 
related procedures which will accommodate the needs of other 
nations, consistent with our own essential requirements, 
while endeavoring to avoid or limit the impact of politically 
inspired efforts to restrict our use of the spectrum.

We believe these objectives were achieved at WARC. The ITU emerged 
as a strong and viable instrument for international agreement on 
radio spectrum regulation. The ITU processes were revised in a 
number of significant and useful ways to meet new needs— particularly 
the needs of developing countries— but adequate flexibility was 
maintained. Numerous changes in frequency allocations were made



but these were incremental in character, reflecting adjustments in light of changing requirements rather than any wholesale alteration of the allocations structure. Of special importance was the fact that the vast majority of decisions were supported by consensus.This does not imply that there was no controversy. Most notably there was throughout the Conference a tension between developed and developing countries. It was most evident in four major issues which I will touch on momentarily: allocations for the fixed satellite service; allocations for feeder links to serve the broadcasting satellite service; the agenda for a future space services planning conference; and reform of regulatory procedures for assigning HF frequencies to the fixed service.
There were a few times when it appeared that North-South differences might become so fundamental as to impair the future effectiveness of the ITU. It was not merely that there were important differences between the positions of developed and developing countries. The problem we perceived was an attitude on the part of some leaders of the developing countries that because they had the upper hand in terms of ultimate voting strength they did not have to recognize the needs of developed countries and seek reasonable compromise solutions.
Fortunately, this attitude did not prevail in the end. Most LDCs recognized that any attempt to impose unacceptable sacrifices on developed countries would be ultimately futile: the countries whose basic interests were threatened would refuse to accept the decision and in many cases such a refusal could effectively thwart its implementation by the ITU. Equally important the developed countries accepted the necessity for sacrifices to accommodate developing country interests. The end result is that, despite some disappointments, we came away with the belief that the Conference was politically successful; it left the ITU at least as strong as before. The ITU may even have been made stronger as a consequence of the mutual recognition of significant compromises between developed and developing countries.
Up to this point I have talked mostly about general political climate. I should mention briefly some of the specific U.S. objectives and how they were affected by the Conference.
The U.S. submitted over 900 different proposals to the Conference (out of a total of more than 15,000 submitted by the more than 140 countries participating) and it would take all morning just to recite them. The details are examined in a Delegation report to the Secretary of State, which will be sent to the Committee when it is completed. For the present I will simply sketch some of the allocation and regulatory items of greatest interest.

HF Broadcasting and Maritime Mobile
One of the most controversial areas of negotiation involved additional allocations in the high frequency range of the spectrum. From the standpoint of U.S. allocations objectives, we were able to
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obtain only some of our needed allocations for Broadcasting.
We were disappointed in not being able to obtain additional 
Broadcast allocations for the 6 and 7 MHz bands, which are
essential to accommodate our expanding international broadcasting *
needs. One of our greatest concerns was that an effort will
be made to develop a plan for HF broadcasting at a future conference
based on inadequate allocations. We supported the decision to
recommend a future planning conference. However, we entered a
reservation to the effect that if such a Conference does not provideadditional allocations for the Broadcasting Service at 6 and 7 MHz *
we reserve the right to broadcast in those bands notwithstanding
the allocations.

For the Maritime Mobile Service we did not obtain sufficient 
allocations below 10 MHz generally to meet the expanding requirements.
As a consequence we again entered a reservation in the final protocol 
which in essence reserves our right to satisfy our requirements in 
other bands if necessary.
Amateur

The amateur community has good reason to be pleased with the 
results of WARC. They received uncommon solicitude at the Conference.
As a consequence, U.S. objectives to retain existing bands and to 
obtain some additional Amateur Service allocations throughout the 
spectrum were fully achieved.
UHF Mobile

The U.S. proposed relatively few changes in VHF and UHF alloca
tions. The most important were proposals, for Region 2 only, for 
adding allocations in the Fixed and Mobile throughout most of the 
470-960 MHz band (to be shared with Broadcasting up to 890 MHz).
In one part of this band, 806-890 MHz, which is currently used for 
land mobile in the United States, we obtained a regional allocation; 
in the other instances we gained our objective by means of a special 
provision in footnotes to the table of allocations. The result, 
though not perhaps ideal, is entirely satisfactory from the stand
point of accommodating future growth of the Mobile Service within 
the United States. We did take a reservation on one point of 
detail: we refused to accept certain new coordination procedures 
that were attached to the footnote allocations.
Radionavigation Satellite

One of the major U.S. objectives was to provide allocations 
for a new satellite navigation system— the Navstar Global Positioning 
System. This objective was fully met.
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Radiolocation
Throughout the Conference there was a persistent reluctance by 

developing countries to give adequate recognition to existing radar 
allocations throughout the spectrum. In a number of bands, for 
example, they insisted on adding Fixed Service allocations to share 
with existing radar allocations despite the repeated caution that 
the two services could not effectively share. The U.S. accordingly 
reserved the right to operate in those bands without guaranteeing 
the right of protection to other services.

A special concern of the U.S. was to maintain the present status 
of Radiolocation Service in the 3400-3600 MHz band now used by some 
of our most important military radar systems (most notably AWCS and 
Aegis). This band has long been shared with the Fixed Satellite 
Service (but only the Soviets have actually implemented the FSS).
In order to facilitate use of the allocations— particularly for 
INTELSAT— a number of LDC1s sought to reduce radiolocation to 
secondary status. This gave rise to an intense conflict. For
tunately a compromise, initiated by the U.S., was adopted at the 
11th hour. It continues the primary status of radar but urges 
administrations to phase out of the band and to take practicable 
steps to protect the FSS.
Fixed Satellites

Though we did resist efforts to satisfy FSS requirements at 
the expense of radiolocation, the U.S., along with others, did 
seek additional accommodations for this service, primarily to 
meet INTELSAT requirements. On this general objective there was 
little dispute. The problem arose when a number of developing 
countries insisted that part of the accommodation required down
grading certain radiolocation allocations in the 3 GHz band used 
by the U.S. and UK for vital national and allied defense radars. 
Ultimately, however, a compromise formulated by the U.S. and a 
small group of Third World countries was accepted by consensus.
Feeder Links for Broadcast Satellites

All administrations sought at the Conference to identify suit
able bands to serve as feeder links for the Broadcasting Satellite 
Service. As with the Fixed Satellite Service generally, this sub
ject was extremely controversial, particularly because of Third 
World efforts to place the feeder links in the 14.5-15.35 GHz band 
to be shared on primary basis with terrestrial Fixed and Mobile 
services. The U.S. objected to sharing in this band, particularly 
in the upper portion, because of worldwide use of the present 
allocations for defense. We were joined in our opposition by a 
number of our allies and also by the USSR, which has other uses for 
this band that are technically incompatible with feeder links.
After a prolonged and frequently bitter controversy a compromise 
was accepted which provided for use of several bands for uplinks at 
the option of individual administrations.



Fixed and Broadcast Satellites at 12 GHz
One of the most important issues for the U.S. involved a U.S. 

proposal to change existing allocations for the Broadcast and Fixed 
Satellite services at 12 GHz in Region 2— the Western Hemisphere.
The 12 GHz band is especially important to the U.S. as the future 
frequency home for a number of specialized domestic satellite 
systems. Since 1977 the use of this band has been subject to the 
constraints of arc segmentation of the geostationary orbit, which 
resulted in severe limitation of the number of orbital positions 
available for either service. The 1979 WARC allocated separate 
frequency bands to each of the space services thereby eliminating 
the need for arc segmentation and permitting both fixed and broad
casting satellites to be located across the full visible arc of 
the geostationary orbit. A portion of the band, 12.1-12.3 was not 
divided; it will be divided in 1983 when the BSS portion is planned. 
U.S. objectives were met by this action. The division of the 12 GHz 
band will provide a major increase in the number of available orbital 
positions, as well as important flexibility for administrations to 
place their satellites in orbital positions which are technically 
and economically most efficient for serving their particular ter
ritories .
Mobile Satellites

The Mobile Satellite Service has been in use for several years; 
it has not been recognized as a separate service but operates in 
bands allocated to the Fixed Satellite Service. We had three main 
objectives for this service. First, we sought to gain recognition 
of the service. This was achieved. Second, we sought to have two 
exclusive space service allocations for it in the 7/8 GHz bands and 
20-30 GHz (i.e. allocations not shared with terrestrial services). 
This was not fully achieved because of the insistence on sharing 
with terrestrial services. Third, we sought to obtain additional 
allocations for this service on both exclusive and shared basis.
This was obtained on a shared basis. Overall, essential U.S. 
objectives were reasonably, though not fully, satisfied.

U.S. also sought additional allocations for the Maritime 
Mobile Satellite Service in order to accommodate the needs of 
INMARSAT. This objective was fully met.
Remote Sensing and Space Research

Among our most important objectives were proposals for addi
tional microwave frequency allocations in the Earth Exploration 
and Space Research services to be used for remote sensing by future 
generations of Landsat and Seasat. These met with outstanding suc
cess. Virtually all of our remote sensing requirements were satis-



87

We also achieved our requirements for additional Space Research 
Service allocations for near earth and deep space scientific programs 

* Meteorology
U.S. objectives for meteorological services were fully met.

A U.S. proposal for expansion of the existing 1700 MHz allocation, 
to accommodate Tiros-N, was obtained, as was a new allocation at 
18 GHz. Not least of our successes was defeat of ill-considered 
proposals by a member of LDC's to add fixed and mobile allocations 
in the 400 mhz band where they would interfere with meteorological 
aids which are critical elements in the World Weather Watch system. 
Regulatory Procedures

With regard to general regulatory matters, the U.S. objective 
concerning the notification and registration of frequency assign
ments to space and terresterial services was that the existing 
regulations have proven adequate over the years, and should be 
maintained in essentially their present form. This objective 
was substantially achieved.

The article dealing with the notification and coordination 
of terrestrial stations was criticized by many developing countries 
as "first-come, first-served." This criticism was based on their 
difficulties in obtaining frequencies in the HF band for domestic 
communication— which is the only practical means of communications 
for many LDC administrations. This reaction was typified by an 
Algerian proposal that bands for the HF fixed service be split 
between developing and developed countries. This approach was un
acceptable to a large number of administrations, both developed 
and developing. An acceptable compromise was worked out based 
both on proposals to the Conference, and proposals which surfaced 
during the Conference. The essential elements of this compromise 
were: removal of outdated HF assignments in the master frequency 
register; reclassification of remaining assignments according to 
needs and alternative means; finding new frequencies for HF fixed 
assignments displaced by allocation changes ("reaccommodation"); 
increased assistance by the IFRB to countries needing help in finding 
new frequencies, and in identifying interference.
Space Services Planning

As expected, there was very broad support among developing 
countries for planning of the geostationary arc and frequencies 
allocated for some space services, particularly the Fixed Satellite 
Service. However, there was no unanimous view among them as to 
what services or which particular frequencies should be planned.
The U.S. supported planning of the feeder links and accepted the 
decision taken at the 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Conference to plan 
the Broadcasting Satellite Service at 12 GHz. (For Region 2 these 
will be planned in 1983, together with associated feeder links.) 
However, the U.S. and many other developed countries opposed 
planning of other space services, and specifically "planning" in 
the form of detailed orbital positions and frequency allotments 
to countries in the fashion of the 1977 Broadcasting Satellite Plan.



The developing countries supported planning out of fear that developed countries were preempting the orbital positions and frequencies and consequently that their future needs would not be met under present assignment procedures contained in the Radio Regulations. Developed countries opposed planning as unnecessary to insure equitable access to frequencies and space positions and as an inefficient way to utilize these resources.
The clash of these two views at the Conference was prolonged and intense. The focus of the debate was seemingly the scope of the agenda of a future space services "planning" conference. Though the U.S. did not in general support a priori planning, we did not object to a future conference to consider its feasibility and to consider various planning options. We argued therefore for an open- ended agenda, one which did not predetermine the outcome. The proponents of planning sought the opposite. The resolution which finally emerged calling for a future conference was not altogether to our liking in this respect. However, the agenda is sufficiently broad and open-ended that it will not foreclose us from presenting arguments and information against detailed frequency and orbit planning and for alternatives in the future.

Preparing for Future WARCS
International spectrum regulation will assume an increasingly central role in the general field of international communications, the importance of which is itself receiving greater recognition.In saying this I set aside the general dialogue over the so- called New World Information Order. I regard that debate presently as more rhetorical than substantive. However, beneath the rhetorical debate the advancement of communications both within and among nations is a matter of fundamental importance to the future of any world order.
If this assessment is correct it implies a somewhat greater recognition on the part of the U.S. communications policy makers to its international aspects. This is not limited to electronic communications but I think there can be no doubt that electronic communications is, and will increasingly be in the future, the dominant vehicle for international communications. This implies an important role for international radio spectrum management.
Some of the major issues at WARC-79 were postponed to a series of specialized and regional WARCs to be held throughout the 80's.The United States favored most of these conferences. Such specialized conferences are now new. However, the scheduling of a series of such conferences by a general WARC is unique, setting out a new pattern of ITU activitiy. It may be that another general WARC authorized to make decisions on the entire spectrum will not be convened for the indefinite future, if ever. In any case, the pattern for at least the next decade will be a continuing series of smaller conferences, dealing with specific parts of the spectrum where technological and other changes mandate revision of the radio regulations.



What this means is that we will not be dealing with a series of discrete conferences, separate one from the other. The subjects may be different, but they will be linked in effect by what will 
be, for all intents and purposes, a continuing negotiation. U.S. preparations for such conferences will have to be a continuing 
effort. This will require a level of coordination which will assure that preparations recognize the linkages between the series of conferences, at both the technical and political/economic levels.

For future conferences, I do not propose any substantial changes in the basic approach taken in preparation for 1979. It has been suggested from time to time that the U.S. should centralize responsibility for spectrum management policy in a single agency in lieu of the present bifurcated arrangement in which responsibility is 
shared by the FCC and NTIA. This proposal has been made to "rationalize" domestic more than international policy making, but some have supposed that such a central direction would be to the 
benefit of both. The issue is too large and complex to be dealt with here; a few observations must suffice.

Either as a matter of domestic or international policy organization I think the case for such a sweeping reorganization is very weak. As a matter of domestic policy organization, the present dual responsibility of FCC and NTIA for domestic spectrum management represents an underlying division in the domestic regulatory scheme for all electronic communications —  the FCC having responsibility for all nonfederal communications and the President having responsibility for all federal agency communications. In my view it would be difficult (though not impossible) to alter spectrum management authority without altering the basic regulatory scheme. There is no substantial support for doing the latter. As long as the domestic spectrum management structure remains divided major changes in the 
structure of international spectrum management are not practicable. International organization must inevitably reflect domestic policy organization. While the State Department rightfully has ultimate authority for negotiating foreign policy —  including international communications policy —  it cannot exercise that authority without drawing on the FCC and NTIA for a determination of radio spectrum requirements.

This should not be a matter of great concern. Though the 
system of divided responsibility makes decision making more complex and often less clear cut, such difficulties are inherent in the nature of the issues to be resolved. It is, for example, naive to think that most of the present conflicts among different policy objectives —  which generally reflect conflicts among user or 
public interest demands for the spectrum —  can be readily resolved simply by vesting a single decision maker with final authority.
Many of the most difficult conflicts that had to be resolved in developing a U.S. position for WARC involved conflicts within the 
respective sectors of either the FCC or NTIA and not conflicts between those agencies. Consolidating their responsibilities 
would have had no effect on those conflicts. Moreover, in those 
cases where conflicts between the FCC and NTIA sectors did develop
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most were resolved by effective compromise. It is worth emphasizing at this point that other countries which generally have a more unified organization for spectrum management nevertheless pursue a process of internal conflict resolution by compromise that is not much different from ours.
Of course, it is necessary to have some locus of final decision making; there must be some place, where in Truman's words, the "buck stops." So far as international policy is concerned the answer seems reasonably clear: the Secretary of State speaking for the President has, and must retain, the ultimate responsibility.
The State Department's role extends beyond mere final review and approval of international policy positions. It also has a role to play in shaping policy positions--to ensure that international policy concerns are properly integrated into the policy making process from its inception and not merely layered on top of it at the point of final decision.
An important element of future preparation will be developing appropriate linkages with other elements of international communications policy. Obviously radio spectrum use and management does not stand apart from other aspects of international communications and communications policy. Despite the highly specialized technical character of radio spectrum management which sets it apart from, say, UN or UNESCO debates over free-versus-balanced-flow of information, or development assistance programs, the issues are often related.
As a first step some permanent mechanism for intra-Departmental and interagency coordination is appropriate. Such a mechanism was developed in 1978 as a first attempt to bring together some of the major strands of international communications policy. Thereafter coordination was pursued more or less informally as part of the WARC-79 preparations. For the future, however, policy review and development ought not to be dominated by some specific major event such as WARC. The "big event" is probably of diminishing importance in international diplomacy. The process of continuing negotiations through a series of conferences has become predominant in almost all aspects of international affairs, including international communications policy. It follows that too great an emphasis on single events, such as future WARCs, as a focal point for policy coordination could lead to a distorted perspective on policy issues and objectives.
As to what organizational structure might be needed to carry out the future role of coordinating international communications policy I have no specific recommendations. I do not think a large new office is required to handle the task, but the responsibility must be clearly recognized and given stature commensurate with its high importance.
Mr. Chairman that completes my formal statement. I will be happy to respond to any questions you may have.
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Mr. F ascell. Well, le t’s h ear fro m the  res t of the  gen tlem en who 
are  here , an d see if  they  want  to a dd  an ythi ng  to w ha t you  hav e a lready 
said.

Shall  we st ar t w ith  you, M r. S hrum  ?

STAT EMENT OF RICHARD E. SHRU M, OFF ICE  OF INT ERNA TIO NA L
COMMUNICATIONS POLICY, BUREA U OF ECONOMIC AND BUSINESS
AF FA IRS, DEPARTME NT OF STATE

Mr.  Shrum . T ha nk  you,  Mr.  Ch airma n. It  is a pleasu re to  be here  
tod ay  to give  my inform al views,  an d I  apologize in adv ance if  my 
br ie f comm ents have some du pl ica tio n wi th the  rem ark s made by 
Am bassador Robinson.

I  believe th at the  1979 W AR C was successful in ca rryi ng  out its  
objec tives.  The revi sed  reg ula tio ns  an d allo cat ion  tab le will pro vid e 
a sound technical  an d reg ulato ry  fra me wo rk fo r the  exp ans ion  of 
domestic  and in ternat iona l com munica tion s while maintaining  a 
signif icant deg ree of order in the  use of  the rad io spectru m.

W ith  the  exception of the  Conferenc e chair ma nship , I  feel  there  
was a gen era l absence of p oli tic al debate contr ary  to  many  p red icti ons. 
Ne arly all  decis ions were resolved  in the  trad it io na l IT U  man ne r; 
th at  is, un de rst an ding  and  coo peratio n among  th e dele gat ions, lea d
ing  to consensus and gen era l agr eem ent  to  the  fina l acts.

The role  of  the  IT U  as the in ternat iona l agen cy resp ons ible  for 
reg ula tio n and manag ement  of the  spect rum  a nd f or  discuss ing  glo bal 
telecom munica tions needs and problem s, I  feel, was str ength ened.

Alm ost  all of the  specific U.S . objectives  were  ob tained ei ther  in 
whole or  in su bs tan tia l pa rt . On ly a small ha nd fu l of  the hundred s 
of  pa rt ic ul ar  dec isions were una cceptable  to  th e Uni ted State s cau sing 
us to  sub mit  ap pr op riate res erv ations fo r the  fina l pro tocol.

I  believe th at  the  U.S . success at  th is  Conference  was  lar ge ly  the  
res ul t o f a subs tan tia l, well coord ina ted  na tio na l prog ram ca rri ed  out 
in the seve ral yea rs pr io r t o the  Con ferenc e and of the  h igh degree of 
excellence a nd  competence o f th e U .S. delega tion an d t he  sup po rt staf f 
th at  we had  both in  Geneva a nd  here a t home.

Th e De pa rtm en t pla ns  t o send  the fina l acts  to the Pr es iden t about 
mid-Jan ua ry  o f 1981. We expect them to be t rans mitt ed  to the Senate 
in lat e Fe br ua ry  or Ma rch  of next  ye ar  wi th a str on g reco mm end a
tio n fo r rat ific ation  pr io r to the en try  into force da te of  Ja nuar y 1, 
1982.

Conce rning the  fu ture , Am bas sad or R obinson ha s a lre ady noted t hat  
a series of  fu ture  confe rences was recommended by the  1979 Co nfer
ence. The prog ram  of  upcoming  conferences  is very ambit iou s and 
is going  to place a heavy burde n on all  admi nis tra tio ns , no t only  the  
Un ite d Sta tes , bu t pa rti cu la rly  on dev eloping cou ntr ies , to prepare 
fo r th is h eavy  schedule.

I  th ink it is f ai r to p red ict  th at  th e Un ite d State s wil l pa rt ic ip at e in 
all  the w orld  conferences and  the a pp ro pr ia te  regio nal  conferences. We 
must serve and  prote ct ou r n ati on al int ere sts  at these conferences  and 
we have  a s tro ng  commitmen t to  in ter na tio na l agreem ent  and harmony 
in the  use o f th e freq uency spe ctrum  a nd  th e geos tat ion ary  orbi t.



Finally, I would like to speak briefly about the manner in which the United States prepared for the Radio Conference and will prepare for 
future  conferences. I feel th at the preparation  and coordination for the 1979 Radio Conference was handled effectively and efficiently by the existing Federal Government structure t hat  we have for the  development of internat ional communications policy. This structure was augmented in several ways, some of which include the following:

At a rather early date we designated Ambassador Robinson to be Chairman of the delegation. This was almost 2 years in advance of the Conference. At about the same time, we established an initia l delegation group, consisting of representatives from various Government 
agencies, to assist Ambassador Robinson. Approximately  18 months before the Conference, the State Department established a public advisory committee reporting to Ambassador Robinson. The Department made a temporary increase in its staff to directly support the delegation and the Department in preparing  for the Conference. I  think one final very impor tant step we took was to establish a senior-level policy review and steering group from the key agencies involved in the Conference preparations.

With  respect to the future, I believe th at our national preparation and coordination for the upcoming conferences can be handled in a similar manner by the existing structure. Earli er th is year the Department established a senior interagency group on international communications policy to provide a regu lar forum for discussion and consideration of relevant issues. This group is chaired by Mr. Nirrietz, the Under  Secretary for Security Assistance, Science and Technology. I t includes high level representation from N TIA,  FCC, the Department of Defense, In terna tional Communications Agency, OMB, the White House, the National Security Council, and the Office of Science and Technology Policy.
The Department also has or will soon have an individual coordinating committees to provide steering and oversight in our preparations for the specific conferences that are coming up in the next few years.Mr. Fascell. Are they going to be p art  of tha t interagency group or are they separate steering committees ?
Mr. Shrum. They will be under the umbrella of the interagency group. T hat is, they will repor t to the interagency group on a regular basis.
We are continuing  to examine our mechanism for the development of international communications policy in the Department and in the United States  in general. At the present time I believe tha t the existing s tructure is quite satisfactory and adequate.
In the Department, policy is coordinated by Under Secretary Nimetz. Various offices participa te in the development of policy, examining the policy issues from several different angles—the angle of legal affairs and matters—with respect to international organizations, with respect to general science and technology interests and, of course, with respect to spectrum management and economic factors.
I personally believe that  this is a better approach than isolating communications policy in a single entity or office within the
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Department. We have a number of people looking at the policy 
issues from different perspectives and contributing to the develop
ment of our policy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Fascell. Which individual in the Department of State  has 

responsibility now?
Mr. Shrum. Under Secretary Nimetz.
Mr. Fascell. I thought you said he was simply a coordinator?
Mr. Shrum. I should expand tha t by saying tha t he will-----
Mr. Fascell. If  something goes wrong, does the monkey get 

hung on him or you or Mr. Robinson?
Mr. Shrum. Not Mr. Robinson.
With in the Department, Under Secretary Nimetz is the focal 

point for the development, coordination, and approval, of inte r
national communications policy.

Mr. Fascell. I f something goes wrong with the next regional con
ference, it is his faul t ?

Mr. S hrum. Yes, I  would say tha t i t would be his fault.
Mr. F ascell. OK. Tha t is fa r enough. Le t’s go someplace else.
I just want to get it straight. It  is very unusual to find out who 

is responsible for anything.
Mr. Dizard?

STATEM ENT OF WIL SON DIZARD, SEN IOR POLICY AD VIS ER FOR
INT ERNA TIO NA L COMMUNICATIONS POLICY, INTERN AT IONA L
COMMUNICATION AGENCY

Mr. Dizard. In your letter of invitation  you discussed two subjects. 
One is the results of the WARC itself. I think Mr. Robinson, in his 
summary of his prepared statement, expanded on that.  W hat I would 
like to talk about is the second reason for  your calling us here. That is 
the results of the somewhat different approaches we took in planning 
for WARC, a project tha t turned out—as Mr. Robinson suggested— to be quite successful.

Perhaps WARC was a unique event requir ing approaches tha t can
not be transferred to other  events.

On the other hand, as I  believe, there are insights and very specific 
operational lessons to be learned from the way in which we carried 
out this project. Neither I nor my agency, the International Com
munication Agency, have any specific proposal in this area but we do 
see some lessons to be learned.

As you know, IC A’s new mandate makes specific provision for our 
partic ipation in the international communications policy planning process.

Without suggesting any definite organizational arrangements, I 
would like to outline several general principles tha t we thin k should 
be considered as we look at this problem.

The first is the need to emphasize the State Depar tment’s role as 
the lead agency in international communications policy. This may 
seem to belabor the obvious. However, in the past there have been 
times when this fac t has been overlooked by inadvertence or otherwise 
in some of our overseas dealings in this area.



As one who spent 35 y ears in the  F oreign  Service, many of  th em in 
the  De partm ent, I wouldn’t w’ant  to claim omnipotence fo r it. How
ever,  its  lead role  man date is  very  clear .

Moreove r, it  is the  only  Fe de ral agen cy wi th  the  resou rces and ex
pertis e to hand le ou r complex rel ations wi th over  150 countries, 
rel ations in which comm unic ations is only a sm all pa rt , an issue which 
has  to  be fi tted  in to a lot of othe r issues as we deal  w ith  these countr ies  
bi lat erall y, reg ion ally, and th roug h int ern ati on al org anizat ion s.

The second guide line follo ws fro m th is observa tion  abo ut St ate’s 
lead  role. I t  invo lves  the  need  fo r assurin g con tinu ed close coo rdina
tio n no t only  on indiv idu al issues inv olv ing  State  and oth er agencies 
in  th is field, bu t also coordin ation  on the  rel ationship between these  
issues.

Tha t is rat he r textb ook  stuff. Unf or tuna te ly , the solut ions  tend  to be 
tex tbook solu tion s inv olv ing  com plic ated chart s. I  go back  to what 
the  f irst  S ecretary  o f State  I worked  f or,  Dean  Acheson said . He  used  
to be very im pa tie nt wi th the  m ach ine ry of policy, poli cy machin ery.

Hi s idea was the re is no such th in g as a mac hine  where vou pu t in 
fac ts and f igure s a t one end and  nice n eat solut ions  come o ut the  o ther .

He  ins iste d th at  policym aki ng was more  ak in to tend ing a garde n, 
cu ltiva tin g some fa ir ly  frag ile  flowers. You needed the righ t seeds 
and oth er ing red ien ts, bu t most of  all you needed a sense of  pat ience 
and an eye for longer  ter m resu lts.

He  used to say, “This  doesn’t mean pu lli ng  the  flowers up  by the  
root s every few weeks to see how they  are  doing.”

I  th ink his  garde n ana logy is one we s hou ld keep in mind.
Mr.  F ascell. Did he include in th at  ana logy somebody havin g a 

hoe in his ha nd  ki lli ng  the weeds?
Mr. D izard. He  never got int o the specifics.
At an y ra te,  what we are ta lk ing abou t is a compl icated subje ct which 

cut s across  m any  ind ivi dual issues, and t he work o f m any  agencies.
The question is how we do th is efficiently wi th pa rt icul ar  att en tio n 

to an tic ipat ing and pr ep ar ing fo r the  man y chan ges th at  we can ex
pect  in th is are a in the  next decade.

Th is won’t come easy, bu t it  will  be eas ier if,  under the  St ate De
pa rtm en t’s direct ion , we can  con tinu e to imp rove ou r coord ina tin g 
practic es, no t only  with indiv idu al com munica tions issues, bu t in see
ing  th e conn ection betw een them . I t  is on thi s l at te r po int I  p ersona lly 
believe th at  pe rhaps more  att en tio n is needed.

I  be lieve th at  o ur WAR C experience is very  r elevan t to t hi s process 
in the  sense th at  at  W AR C we w ere dealing  w ith  a conferen ce wi th a 
specific agenda. How ever , we realiz ed ear ly on, as D ick  Sh rum  poin ted  
out, th at  W AR C issues wen t well beyond  the narro w tech nical bounds  
th at  h ad  defined our appro ach to previo us conferences of  th is sort .

In  the  in ternat iona l en vironment,  comm unications—as in m any  oth er 
thi ng s—is ch an gi ng ; and  among othe r at tribu tes , i t is much more  sen
siti ve to  pol itic al and  social  fac tors.

The new world  inf orma tio n ord er,  th at  kin d of deve lopment.
Th ere  has been a gr ea ter awa rene ss in the  politi ca l, economic, and  

cu ltu ra l implicat ion s of the  technical  decisions tak en  at  the  WA RC . 
Th anks  in part  to the  concerns  expressed by th is committ ee, the  D e
pa rtm en t org anized  its  WAR C plan ning  to  take thes e chan ges into
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account. I t was a  5-y ear process in volving close  coo rdination w ith  othe r 
agencies and  wi th the  pr ivate sector. Th is w’as aided by the str on g 
ma ndate  given to the  De puty Se cre tar y an d to  the  chair ma n of the 
delegation.

Clearly , ou r att en tio n ha d to  be pr im ar ily  on pr ep ar in g pro posals  
related dir ec tly  to the WAR C technica l agenda . Bu t we also ma in
tained close coo rdinat ion  on polit ica l and economic issues rel ate d to 
WAR C wi thi n the  De pa rtm en t and  wi th othe r rel evant agencies.

Incid en tal ly,  by th e t ime  we got to Geneva, we had p repa red p osi tion 
papers on 27 separa te non technical  issues rel ate d to WAR C.

I  am no t sug ges ting th at  we rep licate  th is pa rt icul ar  pa tter n wi th 
every communica tions issue we deal  wi th in the fu tur e. W AR C de alt  
wi th an especial ly broad subject , wi th the  en tir e ran ge  of  rad io com
municatio ns issues. Th ere  are  few othe r issues  in the com municatio ns 
field t hat  are  as comprehensive.  I  agree  with  Glen Ro bins on ; we should 
no t org anize ou r policy planning  in ter ms  of big  e vents like WAR C. 
The s itu ati on  now is  th at  we a re in fo r a p eriod  o f c on tin uin g n egoti a
tio ns  on a wide  range of communic ations issues. Some of th ese  will  dea l 
wi th fu tu re  I T U  conferences. Ot he r is sues invo lve UN ES CO , te chn ol
ogy assis tance, da ta  flow prob lems, an d othe r subje cts. But  the y are  
connected. I t is only  wi thi n the  last  few years  t ha t we hav e beg un to 
un de rst an d th is and act  upon it. I f  we con tinue to  follo w th is  co urse 
an d imp rove ou r cap abi lities,  the res ult s will  be a more coher ent  na
tional s tra tegy  in  in ter na tio na l co mmunications.

So my mam po int s a re  the  need to s tre ng the n the St ate D ep ar tm en t’s 
role as the lead  agency, as needed, in ways t hat assure  more coord ina 
tion i n m eet ing  our st ra teg ic needs.

Th e final  po in t I  want to mak e relate s to these othe r two. I t  d eal s 
speci fical ly wi th the  role of  my  agency, the  I nter na tio na l Com munica
tion  Agency .

Th is com mit tee was stron gly fav orab le to the  ad min ist ra tio n’s re 
org aniza tio n plan  which resulted in the cre ation  of  IC A wi th  a new 
ma ndate  2 years  ago. P art  o f th is ma ndate  speci fically identif ies  the  
role fo r th e Agency in ass ist ing  in compreh ensive c ommunica tion s p ol
icy deve lopm ent and execution.

As you  know, a no the r p ar t o f our ma ndate  stresses  th e A gen cy’s role  
in pro mo tin g dia log  on  s ign ific ant  issues wi th audiences abroad . Th is,  
of course , is the essence of  in ternat iona l com municatio ns a t its  most 
effective level. W he the r the  issue  is rad iof requen cies, da ta  flow, we ar e 
deali ng  wi th the  ways in which we can reach ou t and dea l wi th each 
othe r.

I t  is—for  wa nt of a be tte r cliche—th e human fac tor . When we are  
inse nsi tive  to  i t and sli gh t it, we can undo a lot  o f good work .

Moreover, the re  ar e no  fo rm ula s fo r ide nt ify in g wheth er we a re  suc 
cessfu l. I t  is an  ar t, n ot  a science.

My for me r d irecto r, Ed M urrow, once sa id t hat  no cash reg ist er  ever 
rin gs  when we do  s ometh ing  r ig ht i n ou r c ontac ts wi th peo ple  ab roa d, 
bu t th e imp act is non ethe less  rea l and  im po rta nt .

IC A can br ing th is social  and cu ltu ra l per spe ctive to com munica
tions  policy. W e can  provide  exp ert ise  in people and  resources . H ere , a t 
the  W ash ing ton  leve l, we ca n p lay  a c on tin uin g role in  the  W AR C pol
icy process.
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In  ou r Office of  In te rn at iona l Comm unic ations Policy, we pa rt ic i
pate in most of the  interagen cy working  g rou ps dealing  wi th cu rre nt  
issues.

We can also pro vid e supp ort to ou r pos ts abroad , ex pla ining  our 
policies. In  sum mary,  Mr. Ch airma n, IC A is com mit ted under its 
new ma ndate  to supp ort na tio na l policy. For thi s reason, we welcome 
the  c ommittee ’s examina tion of  ways in which we can all  contr ibu te 
to more  effective polic ies and act ion s in the  in ter na tio na l com mun ica
tions field.

Th an k you , Mr.  Ch airma n.
Mr. F ascell. Mr.  Sh rum,  did  you have  a full  sta tem ent  you had 

sum marize d t hat  you would like  to  p ut  in the  record? Wa s e verything  
said  th at  you want ed to say ?

Mr. Shrum . Mr. Ch airma n, I  was just rea din g from some notes 
I h ad  made .

Mr. F ascell. H ow abo ut you,  Mr. Sch aef er?  Do you have a sta te 
ment y ou wa nt  to  p ut  in  the  r ecord and sum mar ize ?

STATEMENT OF KALMANN SCHAEFER, FOREIGN AFFAIRS ADVISER, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Mr. Schaefer. I  h ave  a s tatem ent bu t no t fo r the record , I  am pr e
pa red  to  share  i t w ith  th e comm ittee . I don’t hav e a w rit ten stat ement .

Mr. F ascell. I  see. W hy  d on 't you go ahe ad?  We need to he ar  f rom  
the  FC C.

Mr. Schaefer. OK .
Mr. F ascell. We ha ve been h ea rin g a bou t e veryt hin g t hat  w as done. 

How abou t te lli ng  us what business  we wro te abou t?
Mr.  S chaefer. I will tr y.
Th an k you,  M r. Ch airma n. I am pleased to be here  and  sha re some 

of  my views w ith  you.
I  would like to  em phasize  th at  these  are my personal views  and do 

no t necessa rily conform  wi th those of  the  Commission.
Mr. F ascell. Disc laimer noted.
Mr.  S chaefer. Tha nk  you.
As you know , in ter na tio na l com munica tion s policie s diff er grea tly  

fro m coun try  to  coun try  an d are  deeply rooted in the politi cal  and  
economic systems of each  and reflect  both  his tor ica l and  cu ltu ra l va lues,  
as Mr. Di za rd  ind ica ted .

Given the div ers ity  w hich th is implies,  I  believe t ha t it  was a  grea t 
achievem ent fo r in ter na tio na l tele com munica tions officials to  hav e 
made WAR C 1979 a success. Some tech nical and  politi ca l difficulties 
were fores een; and I  was imp ressed  by  the  min ima l political  infusion 
int o the  proceedings .

W AR C 1979 was an in tern at iona l conferen ce amo ng sovereign 
nat ions. Th is b asic  fac t impa rte d a special  c ha rac ter  to the proceeding. 
I t means th at  there  were no win ner s or  losers , since there  are  no real 
means  of enfor cin g the  res ult s of  the  Conference.

Ea ch  of  the  at tend ing members is sove reign and  the  IT U  has  no 
au thor ity  to compel a  na tion to do a ny thi ng . W ha t m ust be rel ied  upo n 
is the  collective esteem fo r the  agreem ents reached at  the  Conference.

To  the  exten t th at  any indiv idu al cou nfry can effect th is in te rn a
tio na l leg islative process, it  must rely hea vily  on the  soun dness of its
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pro posals  in  th e eyes of  the i nterna tio na l c ommunity  an d th e a bi lity to 
enga ge in me aning ful  dia log  a nd  convince oth ers  of  thei r equi ty.

The reason W AR C 1979 was a success, in my view, is th at  tho se who 
attended were prepared  to  s trike  a balance between n ati on al wants  an d * needs a nd  in ter na tio na l ha rmony .

They recognized t he  differences between nati on al tele com munica tion  
needs and the  in ternati on al  reg ulato ry  frame wo rk wi thin which the y 
could meet these  needs.

Wh ere  difficulties arose was in  the d ist rib ut ive  aspec ts o f th e C on fer 
ence. He re is where na tio na l sovere ign ty int erj ec ted  its el f in the  pr o
ceedings. Ad minist ra tio ns  were conc erned th at  the  di str ibut ion of  
frequencies  be done  in an equitab le man ner . I t  was the convergence 
between these  two elements, and st riking  a bala nce between them th at  
resulted in mu tua l accom modation .

As was ind ica ted , p erh aps WAR C 1979 was no t th e most  impo rta nt  
in ter na tio na l event of  th is decade . Vi ta l U.S . intere sts  were no t jeo
pardized , b ut  if  t her e is a po int to be made as a res ul t of th is Co nfer
ence, it  is th at  i nterna tio na l tele com munica tions will  pla y an inc rea s
ing ly im po rta nt  role in  the  are a of  in ter na tio na l affai rs.

Moreover,  th at  the Un ite d State s has  to be prep ared  to dea l wi th 
the in ternat iona l telecom munica tions issues of tom orrow in a more 
cohesive  and efficient manner.

Th e forthcoming confe rences, to which refe rence was made ea rlier,  
are  i mp or tan t. Ind eed , some of  them may  be fou nd to be more  i mpo r
ta nt  th an  W AR C 1979 a nd  more cri tic al to na tio na l needs.

For  the  U ni ted State s to ade qua tely  p repa re  its elf  f or  these confe r
ences, we must answer the  thres ho ld quest ion ; nam ely, how can the  
Un ite d State s mos t effectively prepare  i tse lf dom estically and pre sen t 
its  case i nte rnati on al ly  in the  U.N . sy stem ?

Gone are  the  day s when  the  Un ite d State s could assume a postu re 
where we could ind epe ndently  implement a domestic  pol icy wi tho ut 
due rega rd  to in ter na tio na l implica tion s.

Ind eed , the inverse is also t rue .
I  bel ieve the F ed eral Gov ernment m ust  establ ish  a  st ru ctur e c oupled 

with an efficient p rocess which  w ill be respons ible  f or  the dev elopment  
of  a  cont inuous , long-term  i nte rnati on al  tele com municatio ns policy.

At the  mom ent, policym aki ng is fra gm ented  amo ng various Gov 
ern me nt agencies. Al tho ugh the  ex ist ing  str uc ture  has been ade quate  
in the  pas t, indeed, judg ing by the result s of WAR C 1979, one can  be 
satis fied with  it s makeu p.

Moreover,  the var iou s FC C notices of  inq uir y processes and pub lic 
com mit tee' s mechan isms  have  had an  im po rta nt  impact in  shap ing  U.S.  
proposals,  b ut  I believe t hat  th at  m ay not be ade quate  f or  t he  fu tur e. 

+ I t may no t be the  m ost efficient m anner in which we sh ould be orga 
nize d to meet  the cha llenges  of tom orro w. W ha t th e Un ite d State s 
needs  is to develop a much bro ader perspectiv e of wh at  is occurring  
in the  world. Th is includes an un de rst an ding  o f whe re in ter na tio na l 

„ tele com municatio ns insti tut ion al arr angeme nts  are  com ing fro m and
whe re the y are like ly to be go ing , u nd ersta nd ing the in ter re latio ns hip 
between and wi thin the  various interna tio na l tele com munica tion s fo ra  
and the im pact thes e have on U.S . telecom municatio ns policies.

Fo r exam ple, there are  10 m ajo r in ter na tio na l tele com municatio ns 
fo ra ; each has its  own sub sid iary str uc tur e. Th e IT U  alone ha s some
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75 dif ferent  committe es, stu dy gro ups, and in ter im  wo rki ng  partie s, 
each of  which is in a pos itio n to hav e a signif ica nt im pac t on i nt er na 
tio na l tele com munica tion s issues, no t to spe ak of the  U .N.,  UN ES CO , 
U N D P and o ther in ter na tio na l fora .

W ha t I  am  suggest ing , Mr.  C ha irm an , is t h at  it  req uir es a cognizance  
of  con tem porar y eve nts  in a mu lti tude  o f in ter na tio na l fo ra  i n which 
tele com mun icati ons  issues are  ap pe ari ng . Th is will  call fo r inn ova tive  
app roa che s and an efficient and  quickly  resp ons ive  s tru ctur e an d most 
im po rta nt ly,  perh aps, a qu ick a nd  efficient de cisi onm aking process.

A t t hi s t ime  I  do  no t h ave  easy ans wer s as  to  how we sho uld org anize 
ourselve s and how th is  m ay be be st acco mpl ishe d, bu t I am of  th e firm 
view th at  an analy sis  in th is direct ion  shou ld commence a t t he  e arl ies t 
poss ible  tim e w ith  a v iew o f fi nding some work able options.

Th an k you, Mr.  Ch air ma n.
Mr. F ascell. T ha nk  you  very muc h.
Mr. To ra k?

STAT EMENT OF WILLIA M R. TORAK, INT ERNATIO NAL AND OPE RA
TIONS DIV ISION, OFF ICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, FED
ERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Mr.  T orak. Th an k you,  Mr.  C hairm an.
I  wou ld also  l ike  the  r eco rd to  show th at  my commen ts a re person al 

an d do no t rep res ent th e views or  polic ies of  th e Comm ission  and in 
th at vein -----

Mr. F ascell. W ha t is  wrong  wi th the C omm issio n?
Mr. T orak. Not a thin g.
Mr. F ascell. WTiy does eve rybo dy no t wa nt  to  bi nd  the m to 

an yt hi ng ?
Mr. T orak. T o dem onstra te my commen ts—de mo nst rate my 

view-----
Mr. Mica. Le t me j ust. as k : Di d th ey say  th at to  you ?
Mr.  T orak. Since I  a m going  to  d isa gre e wi th my colleague,  I  thi nk  

it is obviou s it is not  a unifi ed Com missi on view.
Ver y quickly , when you look at  t he  outcom e of the  Conf eren ce, you 

have  he ard  i t h as  been successful. I  sh are  th a t view.
One of our majo r objec tives  was  to hav e flex ibil ity in th e in te rn a

tio nal rad io  reg ula tio ns  so we cou ld make dom estic  decis ions both in 
the  C omm ission  and N TIA  to  sati sfy  fu tu re  do mestic require ments.

I believ e we achi eved  th at .
When you look at  the  problem s of  W AR C 1979 , th e va st majo rit y 

we were aware  of pr io r to goi ng int o the Conferen ce. This,  in my 
opi nio n, was th e re su lt of  an exte nsiv e serie s of  bi lat eral  tr ip s whic h 
were t ak en  by me mbers o f th e delega tion .

Thos e t rips  to  40 or  50 diff ere nt cou ntr ies  dem onstr ate d t he  prob lems  
we would face at  th at  Confe renc e.

In  my o pin ion, w’e were no t su rpr ise d.
W ith  respec t to the meth od of prese nta tio n, I  fu lly  endorse  the  

cu rre nt  system which, in my opi nion, is a check-and -balanc e ty pe  of 
neg otia tion . I  believe  th at  if  a req uir em ent  cannot sta nd  up to domes
tic  sc rut iny  betw een the  Comm ission , St ate De pa rtm en t, and  NTIA ,
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it  will  no t sta nd  up in the  in tern at iona l for a. I believe it is very  
he alt hy  to  ha ve t he  disagreem ents , m eeti ngs  between  the  or gan iza tio ns,  
and come to a common un de rst an ding  of  wh at the U.S . req uirem ent s 
esse ntia lly are.

I believe th at  the en tit ies  hav e to  be close to the  use rs of  radio in 
ord er to un de rst an d th ei r needs,  an d I  th in k th at is successfu l bot h 
at  the  F CC  and  the  N TI A.

To ta lk  abo ut a new org an iza tio n or  ce ntr ali zin g in tern at iona l tele
com mun icat ions , in my opinion wou ld no t be in th e bes t in ter es t of 
the Un ite d Sta tes . I th in k ther e is a chance th at  such an org an iza tio n 
would be dom ina ted  by ce rta in  req uir em ent s or  secti ons of  the Gov 
ern me nt, and I th in k it  would  ta ke  aw ay the c hec k-and-bala nce  system 
whi ch I  s poke  of.

W ith  res pec t to  the basic  pol icy st ru ctur e whi ch cu rre nt ly  exist s, 
I  th in k the  most im po rta nt  th in g is to  au gm ent th e reso urce s whi ch 
cu rre nt ly  ex ist  in  all th ree organiz ati ons—p erso nne l, tra ve l fun ds,  
whi ch are  v ita lly  needed.

So I  th in k it  comes down  to if  you ask wh eth er or  no t we sho uld 
enh ance  resource s an d place more  effo rt on in ter na tio na l conferences, 
I  th in k yes, t he re  is no question in my opi nio n, th at is n ecessary.

Bu t, if  you  are  ta lk in g abo ut a m ajor  rest ru ct ur in g of  the  cu rre nt  
syste m o r a  new org ani zat ion , i n my opi nio n t he  answ er wou ld be “no.”

Th an k y ou, Mr. Ch air ma n.
Mr. F ascell. We ll, le t’s h ea r fro m Commerce, N T IA ?

STATEM ENT OF SAMUEL E. PROBST, DEPUT Y ASSOCIATE ADMINIS 
TRATOR FOR SPECTRUM, NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
AND INFORMATION ADMINIS TRATION

Mr. P robst. Th an k you, Mr. Ch air ma n. I t  is a rea l ple asu re to be 
here  to day .

My commen ts w ill be br ief .
Th ere  are  a few thing s I  would like  to  ad d to wh at has been said , 

some re info rc ing  of  wh at has  a lre ad y been sai d and pe rh ap s some th at  
give  a sli gh tly  d iffe ren t sl ant .

Fi rs t, I woul d like to reemph asiz e som eth ing  th at  Glen  said in his 
rem ark s which is very im po rta nt , an un fo rtu na tel v,  it  is fre quently  
dis reg ard ed  by people who ar en ’t invo lved  in the  IT U  proces s.

Th at  is, there is a  tendency on the par t o f m any  people to look at  th is 
as a zero sum gam e wherein  successes on one side mu st be equ ated to 
losses or l ack of  success on the othe r side.

Th at  sim ply  is  not  a correct c ha rac ter iza tio n of  the  si tua tio n.
The  functio n of  the  IT U  bas ica lly is to dra w up reg ula tio ns  and  

allo cate  the  freq uen cy spe ctru m in a ma nner so t h at the  rad io servic es 
neede d by ever y na tio n in the  wo rld  can opera te com pat ibly , avoid ing  
unneces sary  int erf ere nce  between syste ms, so when a succ essful ou t
come of  a conferen ce like  W AR C 1979  is reache d—a nd it  was inde ed 
reac hed  in th is  case—it accru es to the  benef it of  all mem bers of the  
IT U . I t  does n’t rep res ent losses on one side and  wins  on the  oth er.

Th e po int  also needs  to be stre ssed  th at  the  reg ula tio ns  do n’t, in 
th ei r all- enc ompassing  form , slice resou rces up and di str ibut e them to 
ad mi nis tra tio ns .
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W ha t it  does is exp ress  an agreem ent  amo ng the  admin ist ra tio n as 
to how t ha t resource sh all be sliced  up a nd used for  tele com munica tions 
service.

How much should be devoted  to bro adc ast ing , how much to radio
loca tion , how much  to  mari tim e mobile com mun icat ions , et cetera .

Tha t is w’hy one o f o ur  p rin cipa l stresses in pr ep ar ing ou r inpu ts to 
th is Conference  was to  tr y  to  evaluate  th e t elecommunica tions req uir e
men ts of  the  ent ire  wor ld. To the exten t to  w hich  ou r U.S . proposals 
were successful at  the  Con ference—an d the y were ext rem ely  success
ful —it  reflects th at  we were successfu l in reflecting the  genuine  needs 
of t he  wor ld.

Our  pro posal s were  perceiv ed by the oth er na tions  of  t he  world  as 
meetin g th ei r requirem ent s, by a nd  larg e.

St ress ing  th at  po in t th at the indiv idu al provisions  in the rad io 
regula tions are quite tech nical in na tur e, the  bandwidth  th at  is to be 
set asid e fo r pa rt icul ar  radio service is la rgely  a function of the level 
of  technology,  how hea vily m an kind  d epends  on th at pa rt icul ar  r adio 
service.

Take,  fo r exam ple,  elec tron ic aid s to  n aviga tion. As worldwid e ai r 
tra ve l increases, we m us t hav e ade quate  spectru m to  provide fo r ai r 
tra ve l nav iga tion. Th is is perc eive d commonly by the nations of the 
wor ld. I t  is  a very technica l matt er .

Whil e there is no question th at ou r technical  pro posal s m ust  reflect 
the  n ati on al policy pos ition, I  t hi nk  i t is i mp era tive th at  those  people 
who are,  as Bi ll To rak said , close to and  un derst and deeply the  rea l 
requirement s of  the  users are  the  peop le who have to assemble and  
evaluate  the  require ments.

We  do hav e very  effective mechanisms fo r ma kin g sure , however, 
as we move a long , th at  these assembled requirement s do reflect na tio na l 
policy. W hil e i t is c lea rly  th e St ate D ep ar tm en t’s ulti mate r esp onsib il
ity  to  rep res ent us in in ter na tio na l fo ra  like  the IT U —and no one 
questions t hat  r esp onsib ilit y—i t is al so t rue t hat  th e State  D epar tm en t 
pa rti cipa tes from the out set  as one of the  Fe de ral Government  age n
cies th at  works th roug h the  In te rd ep ar tm en t Radio  Ad visory  Com
mittee a lon g w ith  the lia ison pa rti cipa tio n of  the  F ed era l C omm unica
tio ns  Commission  to p repa re  these  prop osals.

Th ey  hav e ade qua te op po rtu ni ty  from the outse t to  m ake  sure th at  
the  prop osa ls we are d eve lop ing  are no t in  vio lati on of na tio na l policy . 
I  would stre ss again , fo r exa mple, th at  one of  the v ery  im po rta nt  con
ferences  th at  is com ing up  t hat  wa s ma ndate d by WAR C 1979 will be 
a confe rence to look at  th e wo rld ’s requi rem ents fo r in ter na tio na l h igh  
freq uency bro adc ast ing .

Th is is the  k ind  o f b roadcasti ng  which, in the U ni ted Sta tes , i s rep 
resented pr im ar ily  by th e Voice o f America. Al tho ugh th e Commission 
does have  some licensees—they ten d to be lar ge ly rel igious org aniza 
tions—the bulk of in ternat iona l bro adcasting  in the Un ite d State s is 
conducted by the Voice of  Ame rica .

IC A,  Dizard’s Agency, who is responsible  fo r our basic  foreig n 
polic ies in th is area, along wi th the  State  De pa rtm en t, will  be the  
ma jor  p ar tic ip an t in ou r p repa ra to ry  effort under an a d hoc committee 
of  the  in ter depa rtm en t rad io  adv isory committ ee to  see to  it th at  o ur 
prep arati on s fo r th at  conferen ce also tak e into accoun t the  na tio na l
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policies, even tho ugh the  pro posals  them selves will  he Quite te chn ica l, deali ng ' wi th how much pow er should an in ter na tio na l bro adcasting  tra ns m itt er  be allo wed; how man y sepa ra te frequencies  and sep ara te ban ds should be allowed to ca rry  the  same prog ram mater ia l to  the  same ta rg et  are a ; how much  di recti vit y sho uld  be pro vid ed in in te rna tio na l broadcast  an ten nas so as to avo id othe r int erfere nce s in the  same spe ctra to oth er pa rts  of  the  world , et cete ra.Hav ing said all th at , I th in k it  is qu ite  obvious th at my viewpoin t is th at  unde r ou r presen t str uc tur e, so long as we dom esti cal ly are  str uc tured as we are  tod ay, under the  Comm unicat ions Ac t of  1934, as amended, the  res ponsibi lity  is cle ar:The Fe de ral Com munica tion s Commission man age s the  uses of  the  radio spectru m in the  Un ite d State s fo r all  oth er th an  the Fe de ra l Governmen t. NTIA , under the  exist ing  delega ted  au thor ity  fro m the  Pr es iden t, man age s all the  uses by the  Fe de ral Government . We  re present  the us er s; we un de rst an d thei r problems,  th ei r needs, th ei r re qui rem ents, and we jo in tly  prepare the  tec hnica l pro posals , bu t wi th,  at  the  same tim e and  all the time, the  pa rti cipa tio n by those agenc ies who are  re sponsib le f or  policy  de ter mi na tio n and, o f course, N TIA  has  a larg e role  in  in tern at iona l policy as well.The Di rec tor of NTIA  is the  pr inc ipa l tele com municatio ns policy adviser to  the  Presi dent.
Som eday , as o ur  economy becomes eve r more d epe ndent , as it  alw ays  does, on telecom munica tions, we m ay restr uc ture  in the Un ite d State s to more paral lel  the  lines o f o the r admin ist ra tio ns  who n orma lly  have  a sing le de pa rtm en tal  level organiz ation  like  a De pa rtm en t of Te lecom munica tions or  som eth ing  like  th at .
I f  and when  th at  day  should ever come, of course , th at  agency, again  along with the  policy respons ible  agency,  should  exerc ise th is pr ep arator y fun ction  on beha lf of the  Un ite d Sta tes .So long  as we are str uc tur ed  as we are  to da y—and  I am n ot  pro posing  we should chan ge th at  str uc ture—I  feel it is imperativ e th at  the  FC C,  NTIA , with the  pa rti cipa tio n of the Fe de ral agencies and the  public  on the  FC C side, jo in tly  prepare the  technica l pro posal s wi th constan t overs igh t on poli cy ma tte rs and ul tim ately  prese nt our pr oposals to the  S ta te  D epart me nt fo r final poli cy review and subm ission to th e Conference.
I t seems to me th at  the  mechanism  is adequa te. I t  does wor k well. How eve r, I would also like to stress a point  th at  Mr.  To rak ra ise d:  It  is difficult in toda y’s t ig ht  budget environme nt to get  the  resources th at  are  required.
We, the  Commission, and State , all th ree of us, cou ld sta nd  at  the  working level more  resources fo r in ternat iona l renego tia tion. Our  tr ip s,  as Mr. To rak men tioned, were inv aluabl e in the  case of  W AR C 19(9. In  toda y’s t ig ht  tra ve l budget, it is difficult to see how we will  be able to main tai n th at  level of  a dia log  wi th othe r admi nis tra tio ns .Ex cept fo r th at , a plea  fo r su pp or t in ter ms  of  resources,  I  wou ld hav e no specific recommen dat ions to  make fo r al te ring  the  prese nt str uc ture  a t th is tim e.
Th an k you, sir .
Mr. F ascell. I s t he intera gency rad io advisory  g roup , or  w hatev er you call it,  the  same th in g as th is  othe r one ? One is tech ni ca l; one is poli cy ?
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Mr.  P robst. The in terd ep ar tm en t r adio adv isory commit tee is an  in 
terdep ar tm en ta l adv isory committ ee consist ing  of those 19 agencies 
th at  have the pr incipa l responsibil ity , cha ired by NTIA , wi th fu ll 
pa rti cipa tio n by the  FC C,  rep res en tin g the  en tire non gov ernmenta l 
interest.

I t  is the  mechanism we use to p repa re  the  techn ica l proposals .
Mr . F ascell. I  ju st wanted to be sure.  I thou gh t th at  was it.
Yes?
Mr. J acobs. I  am George Jacobs of  the  Bo ard  fo r In te rn at iona l 

Broadcast ing . I  would like  to  offer a correc tion  f or  th e reco rd.
The U .S.  Gover nment ’s resp onsib ilit y is shared  equa lly between the  

Voice  of Americ a and Radio  Fr ee  Europ e.
Mr. P robst. I f  I  cou ld add a po int , yes, he is quite  r ight . BIB  ca r

ries  a very majo r role. B IB  is also active in pa rt ic ip at in g in our ad 
hoc effort fo r th is broadcas tin g conference I re ferre d to. We hope  
the y w ill co ntin ue to  be par tic ipan ts.

Mr.  F ascell. Mr. Ur bany .

STATEM ENT OF F RANCIS S. URBANY, MANAGER, INT ERNATIO NAL
COMMUNICATIONS, NATIONAL  TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND IN 
FORMATION AD MINIS TRATION

Mr. U rbany. Tha nk  you. Mr. C hairm an.
I f  you  would  h and me down your  bro om, I  will  tr y  t o sweep up th e 

crum bs th at have  been le ft  to  me af te r he ar ing my six colleagues  he re.
Som etim es in com ing befo re a group such  as thi s, one wonders  

wheth er ta lk ing about an esoteric  are a such as rad io spe ctru m plan 
nin g will  have  some mea ning.

I th ink Con gressman Mica—when I  heard  his  bellb oy go off, it  
brou gh t home in a rea l way w ha t th is Conference was about. Some of 
the frequency  use we were nego tia tin g invo lved  th at  par t of the  spec
trum  used by pa gin g system s. So i t is jus t a small  po int but  b rin gs  the  
issue  home in  a mean ing ful  way.

I f  my colleagues an a you, sir  w ill tol era te it, I  have a few f inal com
men ts I  migh t add he re in  the  fo rm of  openin g comments.

My comm ents will  be from the  pe rspect ive  as a vice ch air ma n of the 
WAR C 1979 delega tion  w ho ha d a pr inc ipal role  in dea ling with the  
reg ulato ry  aspects of th is Conference.  You heard  how the Conference 
pro vides a radio spectru m fo r the  use of var ious services .

Th ere are reg ula tio ns  th at  pe rm it access to  those services, so rt of 
the g round rules. Radio  frequenc ies are gre garious li ttl e fellows. T hey  
don ’t know how to sta y at  home. Unless  t here are  well ord ere d rule s 
of  use, they  tend  to inter fere  wi th one an oth er.

As  Mr.  Pr ob st  said , the  whole basi s of the  ex ist ing  reg ula tor y 
str uc ture  is to pro vide use o f a scarce  r esource, free from inte rference.

The Con ference  th at  we are  disc ussing here was qui te difficult.
In  man y resp ects  some of  the  issues lined up  on the question of 

dev eloping country  int ere sts  versus  deve loped coun try  inte rests. In  
terms  of  the reg ula tions , in ter ms  of  the  procedures, in terms  of 
how one gains  access to th is  scarce resource, the  U.S . view was th at  
the exis tin g p rocedures ha d tend ed to  work  well. W e t hi nk  that  people 
fro m cou ntr ies  requ iri ng  access hav e had access to the  spec trum .
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We th ink no one has  been den ied  ei ther  te rres tr ia l or space  com
mu nicatio n frequenc ies.

I t  became clea r, however , in the con tex t of the  extensiv e bi la tera l 
and  mul til ateral discussions we ha d pr io r to the  Conferenc e th at  the  
percep tions of the  dev eloping cou ntr ies  were quite  diff erent.

They perc eive d the  r egula tions  to  be quite  complex, and, given th at  
the y have a very  lim ited domestic  in fras truc tu re  fo r ma naging  the  
resource, th at  crea ted  a bu rde n in th ei r mind.

Also,  the y were concerned abo ut aspects of the  freq uen cy pr o
cedures  which the y chara cte rized  as firs t come, firs t served.

You ge t there  firs t, you reg ist er  your frequenc y; the  la te r comer 
has to wor k aro und th at . Tha t is t ru e to  some ext ent , bu t ag ain st th at  
con tex t, no one has  been denied and no one has  been unable to get  
frequencie s.

I th ink also one needs  to look at  th is conference in the  con tex t of  
its  tim ing . I t  occurred in 1979, the last  conference of th is  type  
was 1959.

Since th at  time, since  1959, ma ny of the  colonial  cou ntr ies  ha d 
come to indepen dence, so the re was a gen era l fee ling among  many 
of the  dev eloping cou ntri es th at  the y weren ’t, as it  were, prese nt at  
the cre ation  when thes e procedures an d grou nd  rules were  deve loped. 
So the y came to the  Conference in tend ing to make some impact,  to 
br ing abo ut a change , to  br ing abo ut a re st ru ctur in g or  a read ju st 
me nt whereby  the y fe lt th a t th ei r int ere sts  were ade quate ly pr o
vide d for.

They were in ten t on taking  som eth ing  tan gib le home t o show they 
had been at  the  Conference. As I  say,  the Conference was difficu lt, 
bu t we were ab le to  concilia te th ose differences.

Why  was th at  ? In  my m ind, I  t hi nk  i t was because of a r eco gnitio n 
alluded to in an ea rli er  comment abou t sovereign cou ntr ies  com ing 
toge ther  and ma kin g trad eoff s between domestic  and in ternat iona l re 
quireme nts ; th at  the re was a recognit ion  th at  if  the  deve loped coun
tri es  and  the dev eloping cou ntr ies  cou ld not ge t along to define a 
balance,  it  wou ld do mu tua l dis serv ice to  all pa rti cip an ts.

In  fac t, it was to ou r mu tua l sel f-inte res t to find an accommodation  
where each  of the  con tend ers,  each  of the  pa rti es , could find a way 
of  reconc iling differences , so I th ink,  give n th at  reco gni tion , it  was 
necessary  to find an accommodat ion, coupled  wi th the  fact  th at  the re 
had been extensive prep arat ion fo r th is Conference.

The Un ited State s engaged in  num erous bi lat eral  and  num erou s 
mul til ate ra l discussions pr io r to the  Conference. I  th in k th is ha d a 
very good effect at  the  Conference  because the issues  by th at  time 
weren’t new. Th ere  were no surpr ise s in  th at  context , an d perha ps  more  
im po rta nt ly , we knew our  cou nterpa rts  and th ey knew us.

We were able to enga ge in a series of  dia logs, and  ou t of  a fee ling of 
expe rienc e a nd  confidence based upo n previous con tac t and discussion, 
it bred an atm osp here, an environment where difficult problem s were 
solved.

WAR C 1979, 1 t hink , left us quite  a legacy fo r the  fu tur e.
In  some of  the terms  that  have been t alke d abo ut here  thi s m orn ing , 

I  th in k the  way the  Un ite d State s prep ared  fo r th at  Con ference  was 
effective . Y ou have  heard ab out the IR AC and the sha red  re sponsibili -
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ties  for  conference prep arati on  between the th ree agencies represented 
aro und th is table.

I  th ink as a result  of the  extensive prep arat ion lea din g up to th at  
Conference, we have developed  a cad re of experienced personnel th at  «
will  ca rry  fo rw ard into  futu re  conferences.

I  th ink the  WAR C 1979 rep resent ed a wa ters hed  occasion in the  
sense th at  the  Un ite d State s was able to  reac h out  and ta lk  and es
tab lish con tac t wi th man y peop le in the com mun icat ions  field, our  <
counterparts .

Tha t was not  the  si tua tion p rior  to t hat  time. Th e squ eaky  hin ge g ets 
the  oil. Telecommunications  has worked rel ative ly well, so some of 
our c ontacts or  some o f the  r ela tio nship s wi th for eig n com munica tion  
coun ter pa rts  were not pa rti cu larly  extensive pr io r to 1979.

I  th ink th at  has changed . I  th ink it  is im po rta nt  to main tai n th at  
dia log , th at  channel of c omm unic ations, if  you will . T ha t is p ar t of the  
legacy of WAR C 1979, but  it  has also left a lot  of work.

You have he ard abo ut the fu tu re  conferences. Th ere  are  num erous 
of  them . We  have now sim ultane ous ly five rad io  conferences  under 
prep arat ion runn ing a tim e fra me  fro m 1981 th roug h 1984.

Some of thes e conferences will hav e second sessions. So I  might  at  
th is  p oin t s hare a view expressed by some of my colleagues  h ere,  t hat  
addit ion al resources are  req uir ed to  pepa re  fo r these confe rences.

I  th in k i n thi s case “m ore is bet te r” in the  sense th at  we h ave had  an 
extensive amoun t of work created by WAR C 1979.

I  know  you are  intere sted in the  question of how to imp rove in te r
na tio na l communica tions po licy gen era lly . I  hav e some observations .

I  th ink Glen Rob inson was qui te cor rec t and others  here, th at  the  
confe rences we have been ta lk ing abo ut, radio conferences, rep res ent a 
con tinuum of even ts. They are  no t isolated . They are  i nte rde pendent.
Some of  the is sues at  th e v arious conferences are  essen tial ly va ria tio ns  
on a theme.

We  may  cha nge the rad io  service und er  consideratio n at  a pa rt icul ar  
conference, b ut  a  nu mb er of the issues are  th e same and also a num ber  
of  the  pa rti cipa nts,  the  people, are th e same.

We finished wi th WAR C 1979 and just th is  past week we ha d bi 
la te ra l discussions with the  Canadia ns , wi th some of the  same people 
working on a di ffe ren t subjec t matter.

I t  does seem to me, however,  th at there  needs to  be some bridge, some 
linkag e, wi th  respec t to the  var iou s aspects of communica tions th at  
are  emerging.

In  th e rad io area, the re has been establ ished fo r a lon g tim e a very  
effective mechanism fo r int erc hange of  ideas , for discu ssion , and for 
deba te.

Tha t is the  IR AC, whe re the St ate De partm ent, the FC C,  and *
Fe de ral Government  agencies all pa rti cip ate . Th at  is sor t of  one 
dimensiona l in a sense. I t  deal s wi th the  reg ula tion and use  of the 
rad io  spectru m.

I t  doesn’t dea l necessarily wi th,  say,  th e sof tware  con ten t of  how *
the spect rum  is ac tua lly  used.

I  t hink  pro bab ly the  t ime  h as  come to focus  v ery  ca ref ull y on how 
a br idg e betw een the var iou s uses to  which com munica tions are  pu t 
can be achieve d.
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I  th ink,  abs ent  a De pa rtm en t of  Comm unicat ions or  som eth ing  of 
th at  natu re , th e syste m we h ave  w orks ra th er  well.

I  do th ink,  though , pro bably  there is some room fo r imp rov ed co
ordin ation . We  have he ard about an intera gency coord ina tion com-

* mi ttee th at  has  been c rea ted—an d M r. Sh rum en um era ted  th e agencies 
whi ch pa rti cipa te.  I t  may  be th at  som eth ing  like  an IR AC fo r the 
broad ran ge  of  communica tions issues migh t be str uc tured and or
gan ized , and by th at I  mea n an organiz ati on , a coordina tin g group,

* th at  meets systematica lly.
IR AC meets  every 2 weeks. Maybe th at  wou ld wear one out in the 

bro ader c ontext  of t he whole ran ge  of comm unicat ion  issues.  A n IR AC 
mechanism does however  pe rm it an op po rtu ni ty  fo r issues to  be dis 
cussed,  fo r po int s of  view to be expressed, and fo r pos itions to be ar 
rived at. I  don ’t  t hi nk  t hat  policy, like Venus, sprin gs  fu ll blown .

I t  evolves over a per iod  of time. I t  takes num erous pa rti cipa nts, 
num erou s p oin ts o f view , to  cry sta lliz e, fina lly, a consensus o r a policy, 
bu t it  doesn’t  ju st  sp rin g up by itse lf.

So p erh aps as y ou r com mittee looks a t in tern at iona l c omm unic ations 
policy gen era lly , a look at  imp roved coordina tin g mechanisms  th at  
would b rin g tog eth er  in a sy stem atic  way an op po rtu ni ty  f or  extensive 
discussion and  dialog  and debate, whe re t he  inte rac tions  of th e var iou s 
components  th at  bear on inf orma tio n tech nology  can be discussed 
migh t be he lpfu l as we cont inue to move in th is po sti nd us tri al  age.

Th an k you, Mr. C hairm an.
Mr. F ascell. I s there  a WAR C 2000, or  shou ld there be?
Mr.  Urbany. Some are  pro posin g a WAR C 1989. Tha t was one of 

the  proposals—one of the  proposed conferences.
Mr.  P robst. A s again  men tioned, there were pro posal s by some ad

mi nis tra tio ns  to have a recurre nce  of the  gen era l kind  of W AR C in 
abo ut 10 y ears . It  was the  consensus, however , and in the final  act ion  
of th is  Conference  a resolu tion  was adopted  th at  said not befor e 10 
years.

No tim e f ram e was specif ied. I t was agreed  no t before 10 years.
Mr.  F ascell. W ith  a ll the  r egiona l conferences, I  don’t see how you 

can get rea dy anyway .
Mr. Mica. T he  chairma n mu st leave  at  th is time . We will  con tinu e 

wi th some ques tion ing.
Mr.  P ri tc ha rd , do yo u hav e any questions  ?
Mr.  P ritchard. N o. I  would  comment we a lways seem to be in  h ea r

ings and li ste nin g to  pan els,  bu t i t is n ice to meet w ith  peo ple w ho seem 
to have had , on balance,  a success. Th ings  tu rned  out  rea son ably well. 
Th ing s look man ageable , no t out  of con trol .

I  must, say th at  i s a welcome c hange from most o f t he th ings  that we 
, deal  with  thes e days.

I f  I  am he ar ing wh at you peop le are  say ing , on balance we should  
be d oin g wh at we a re doin g, maybe loo king at  how we str uc ture  some 
of  th is deci sion mak ing.  Maybe  we can lea rn a  few thing s fro m the way  
you people prepared  a nd  w ent to your  conference. Maybe it  i s because  
you were wo rki ng  in a sin gle  ar ea,  bu t ha vin g been involve d in the law 
of  the seas f or  7 years now—I  forg et h ow many,  maybe i t i s 10—I  m ust 
say yours sounds aw fully  good.
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I  th ink it  is kind  of a welcome chan ge. Th e fact  th at  you feel the  money spe nt and the op po rtu ni ty  to meet  c ou nte rpar ts in oth er countri es  was of  gr ea t value is im po rta nt .
Th ere  is a n avenue the re fo r w ork ing  these th ings  out  befo re you g et to a conference. T hat  is a g reat  help.
So all these th ings  seem to po in t to a ra th er  refre sh ing rep ort. W he the r or  no t you  wil l ge t more money to do those thi ngs, at  leas t 

you make a  very good case. You  have a t rack  record of success to  work which is qui te d iffere nt tha n many of th e o the r re quests we are  ge ttin g.
I  don ’t  have  any  deep , ser ious  questions.
I  can remem ber lis ten ing  to you people when you were  ge tting  ready  to go. I t  sounds to me like  th ing s turne d o ut p re tty  da rned  well. I  guess I  should c ongra tul ate  al l o f you , par tic ul ar ly  tho se of you  who h ad  the pr im ary role o f r esp onsib ilit y. I  th in k t he  country  was well served.Th an k you. Tha t is all  th e comm ents I  have.
Mr. Mica. Let me say  th is befo re we close the  hearing.
From  wh at I  hav e heard , it  h as been hig hly  successful. I  am ove rwhelmed b y the  comments and know ledge displa yed  h eer  before us. I guess  here in the Congress, I  am a newcom er. I  have lea rne d very 

qui ckly to resp ect  any one  who can  br ing orde r ou t of  chaos because th is  cou ld be a very cha otic  situa tion. Th e job  you hav e done  is tr e mendous.
I  h appen t o be kind  o f a p ersona l rad io buff, and I  r ea lly  recogn ize the  ramif ica tion s of  th is  situa tio n, if  it  were not  successful. I t  would be chaotic  the  wo rld  over.
W ith  rega rd  to  questions, I not iced  th at  we sub mi tted over  900 prop osals. Th ere were  15,000 separat e proposals , I  th ink,  from 140 nat ion s. As soon as I  rev iew  those proposals,  I  may  hav e some ques tions .
No tw ith sta nd ing  th at , unles s there are  any  fu rthe r comments, the  subcomm ittee w ill s tan d adjo urn ed.
[Whereup on,  at  12 :10 p.m., the  subcomm ittee was adjou rne d.]



A PPE N D IX  1

Q u estio n s  S ubm it ted  in  W r it in g  to  G l en  () . R o b in so n . C h a ir m a n  
IL S . D el eg ati on  to  t h e  1979  W orld A d m in is tra tiv e  R adio C on  
KERENCE.  AND RE SPON SE S TH ER ET O

DELEGATION ISSUES:

Question: Where and by whom were the decisions made on the 
makeup of the delegation?

I was responsible for drawing up an initial list of 
proposed members of the U.S. WARC Delegation. In 
composing this list I took into account hundreds of recom
mendations from the Congress, the White House, the State 
Department, interested federal agencies, industry and the 
public. My list of proposed nominees was then submitted to 
the State Department's Bureau of International Organization 
Affairs (10), which has the formal responsibility for 
accreditation of delegations to international conferences. 
10 concurred in my recommendations. Finally, Deputy 
Secretary Christopher reviewed the list and approved it as 
Acting Secretary.

Question: How many women and minorities are included on 
this delegation? Do you really consider this to be 
effective representation?

There are five women and five minority delegates.
In view of the relatively few women and minorities working 
in the relevant technical fields or in relevant areas of 
the Foreign Service, I believe the representation of 
minorities and women reasonable on the delegation.

Question: In looking over this list, I note that none of
the government representatives seem to hold a rank even at 
the Assistant Secretary level, much less any higher. Do 
you view this as a problem? Why or why not?

Insofar as I report directly to the Deputy Secretary 
of State my own position should be regarded as equivalent 
to the rank of Assistant Secretary. That rank is at least 
comparable to, if not greater than, the rank of most other 
chiefs of delegation expected to serve at the conference.
To the best of my knowledge it is higher than the rank of 
any other full time head of a major delegation. At the 
conference I will hold the rank of Ambassador. In addition, 
a number of countries are aware that I am a former FCC 
Commissioner. Under these circumstances I do not regard rank 
as in any way a problem.
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Question: How many support staff will accompany thedelegation to Geneva?

A support staff of 23 technical advisors and 11 administrative assistants (including clerical) will accompany the delegation to Geneva.

Question: I am concerned that the delegation does notseem to have anyone of significant rank who has experience in communications issues from a political standpoint —  someone like a career Ambassador who could help fill the gap. Would you care to comment?

William vanden Heuvel, U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Organizations in Geneva, will serve as a senior political advisor to the delegation. In addition, I should note that a number of members of the delegation have had extensive experience in international affairs. To name a few:

Kalmann Schaeffer, Foreign Affairs Advisor at theFederal Communications Commission, has had extensive prior experience with the U.N., with the International Labor Organization and now with the FCC. He has been a representative to UNESCO's MacBride Commission and is an FCC representative to the U.N.'s Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space.
Wilson Dizard, a vice chairman of the delegation and a senior Foreign Service Officer, brings to the delegation over 30 years of foreign affairs experience with overseas assignments in Turkey, Greece, Iran, Pakistan, Poland, and Viet Nam. In addition, he served as Assistant Deputy Director of the U.S. Information Agency, 1966-67, and was a member of the U.S. Delegation to the International Telecommunications Satellite Conference, 1968-69.
Jay Katzen, another senior Foreign Service Officer, has had extensive experience in dealing with activities of the Non-Aligned Movement. He has served in Zaire, Mali, Romania, and the Congo, and was Political Advisor to the U.S. Mission to the U.N., 1973-77.
A third Foreign Service Officer on the delegation isDexter Anderson, who has had overseas experience inWest Germany, Cameroon, and the U.S.S.R. He is currently serving as Telecommunications Attache in Geneva.
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A fourth senior Foreign Service Officer is
Constantine Warvariv, currently Director of the 

<1 Office of Transportation and Communications in IO,
has had considerable experience with UNESCO. He 
has served as Deputy Chief of Mission at our Mission 
to UNESCO, and as Director of the State Department's 
Office of UNESCO Affairs. He was also U.S. Spokesman 

* on the Drafting Group at UNESCO's 20th General
Assembly, in November 1978.
Considering this extensive foreign service experience 

available to the delegation, and the related ITU experience 
of our delegation, I see no reason whatsoever to add a 
"career Ambassador" to the delegation.

Question: How would you rate the level of experience of
the delegation Members with respect to earlier such con
ferences (WARC '59, WARC '63, WARC '71, WARC '77) and to 
experience with international negotiating generally? 
According to my estimates, only 14 of the 63 delegates, or 
22%, have previous conference experience. Do you view 
this as troublesome?

The Subcommittee's figures on the international 
conference experience of the delegates are not accurate.
51 out of 64 delegation members, or 81 percent, have 
had prior conference experience —  either within the 
framework of the ITU or the U.S. Foreign Service. Except 
for public interest group representatives most of the 
others have participated in the ITU's CCIR, and in WARC 
bilaterals.

Question: Are all the corporations represented on this
delegation wholly-owned or majority-owned U.S. corporations? 
(NOTE: There have been instances in the past when private 
sector representatives on U.S. delegations to international 
conferences have been from companies with majority foreign 
ownership.)

According to company documents on file with the SEC, 
none of the corporations represented on the delegation is 
more than 5 percent foreign-owned; shares in most are widely 
held and the foreign ownership, if any, is negligible.



SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES:

Question: Would you highlight some of the major proposals we plan to make at WARC and then submit for the committee files a copy of all the proposals and a narrative summary of the proposals for the record?
A copy of the U.S. proposals is attached. It includes a narrative summary of the proposals. A short outline of our major proposals follows:

ALLOCATIONS
Broadcast Services

Frequencies for different types of radio and television broadcast services are spread throughout the spectrum. The services for which we propose new or changed allocations include:
Medium frequency broadcasting. To ease present domestic congestion and meet future expansion, a number of proposals for more efficient use of MF broadcast frequencies are under study by the FCC and NTIA. Among these is an expansion of the present AM band. To provide for such a future expansion, the U.S. WARC proposal recommends new MF broadcast allocations for Region 2 (Western Hemisphere).
High frequency broadcasting. The primary U.S. users of this service are the Voice of America, Radio Free Europe and Radio Liberty, together with a small number of religious shortwave stations. To ease international frequency congestion which has resulted from the increase in shortwave broadcasting since 1959, we propose significant increases in allocations.
Broadcasting Satellite Service (BSS). Essentially BSS involves transmitting television or aural radio signals to large numbers of small earth terminals - as small as a meter wide, depending upon the strength of the incoming satellite signal. The U.S. proposals for this service are generally designed to strengthen and expand prospects for its use.They include:
—  Modifications in current regulations to permit aural broadcasting from satellites in one region of the UHF band.
—  Relaxation of technical restrictions in the 2.5 GHz broadcasting satellite band to allow for possible use
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of an innovative BSS technology designed for 
large numbers of small earth terminals.

—  Realignment of allocations at 12 GHz to provide 
for frequency separation between BSS and fixed 
satellite service. This is the most important 
new element in our BSS allocation proposal.

—  Provision for new allocation in the "higher" parts 
of the spectrum to allow for future expansion of 
BSS services.

Fixed and Fixed Satellite Service
The fixed service provides point-to-point communications. 

Fixed service allocations occur throughout the spectrum but 
for purposes of 1979 we are primarily interested in the 
higher reaches of the spectrum. Of special interest is the 
fixed satellite service. The U.S. proposals are designed 
to accommodate the frequency requirements for varying fixed 
satellite uses here and abroad. A sizeable increase in 
allocations to meet INTELSAT'S international fixed satellite 
requirements is proposed. Domestically, an expansion of 
allocations at 12 GHz is proposed, as noted earlier, to meet 
commercial needs. In addition, the U.S. proposes new fixed 
satellite allocations in the portion of the spectrum above 
40 GHz in anticipation of technological advances which will 
make these bands available for future needs.

Mobile and Mobile Satellite Services

Mobile communications - to ships, cars, airplanes or 
individuals on foot - is one of the fastest expanding areas 
of communications. By its nature, it depends entirely on 
radio links. Until very recently, it relied primarily on 
the high-frequency bands for medium to long distance circuits. 
In the past decade, improvements in satellite technology have 
added a new dimension to the prospects for meeting vastly 
expanded mobile communications needs.

In the HF bands, mobile operations have shared success
fully with the fixed service for many years. Because of the 
increasing need for allocations of this type, the U.S. is 
proposing that mobile service allocation be added to several 
HF fixed bands on a co-equal primary basis. We propose minor 
changes in aeronautical mobile and significant increases in 
maritime mobile, mainly in the HF bands.

Mobile satellite services are going to be an increasingly 
important component in world communications. We propose to 
meet this requirement to accommodate Defense needs in the 7/8 
GHz band.
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A commercial maritime satellite system, operated by the Communications Satellite Corporation, is serving ships of several nations. This service will be taken over by a new International Maritime Satellite Organization (INMARSAT). Frequency allocations are proposed to meet this requirement and a rather more speculative "AEROSAT" system.
Another key area is land mobile service, also •expanding rapidly as the result of demands for connection to the public telephone network, small business applications, police and other local government operations, etc. We propose shared allocations with broadcasting in the UHF band, as well as allocations for a land mobile satellite.

Radiodetermination Services
Radar services are another area where improved technology has widened the prospects for improved worldwide communications services. U.S. proposals call for important new allocations for radiodetermination; of special importance is a radionavigation satellite service to provide for the new NAVSTAR Global Positioning System (GPS). Using 24 polar-orbiting satellites, GPS will provide worldwide accurate position information to ships and planes when it becomes operational during the next decade.

Amateur Service
Amateur radio is a long-standing element in U.S. communications. It is important not simply as a hobby but also because of the important services it can perform in disaster relief and other emergencies. The U.S. proposals call for moderate increase in frequency allocation for the amateur service, including some which will improve the possibility of amateur communication on a worldwide basis through the entire 24-hour day. Other increases are proposed for amateur satellite service. The amateurs have operated a satellite program (OSCAR - Orbiting Satellite Carrying Amateur Radio) for a number of years and have added considerably to technical data on the use of low-orbit satellites.

Earth Exploration Satellite Service
The sensing satellites are among the most significant and useful developments to come out of space research. There are two types of sensors: active and passive. Active sensors are space radar-like devices that utilize information contained in the reflection of a radiated signal. Passive
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sensors collect data based on natural emissions from 
the earth's land masses, oceans and atmosphere or 
reflection of light from another source (e.g., the sun). 
Sensors have important uses for global economic development 
and environmental planning. The U.S. proposals provide 
for expanded allocations for spaceborne passive and active 
sensors and for space-to-space data links for transferring 
sensor data to relay satellites.
Radio Astronomy

Radio astronomy has become an increasingly important 
tool for studying both our own galaxy and beyond. Tech
nically the problem is similar to the problem of protecting 
passive sensors. The need is to assure astronomers 
interference-free "quiet zones" around their frequencies 
in order to permit accurate readings of very weak signals 
from outer space. The U.S. proposals provide for a signi
ficant increase in radio astronomy allocations.
Solar Power Satellite Systems

We propose a single frequency for an experimental 
solar power satellite system. NASA and DOE are exploring 
the possibility of a synchronous satellite to collect solar 
energy, convert it to direct current and then transform it 
into microwave power for transmittal to collecting terminals 
on earth where it would be converted into usable electric 
power.

NON-ALLOCATION PROPOSALS
The non-allocation proposals in the U.S. submission 

to the ITU relate to changes in technical parameters to 
present services and to possible changes in ITU procedures 
for administering spectrum allocations.

Some of the technical proposals are very important but 
controversial. The most important deal with various aspects 
of sharing among different services —  which is very 
important to accommodating U.S. proposed changes to the 
allocations.

With regard to procedural changes, we propose few 
changes because we think the present procedures have worked 
well. We are, however, studying foreign proposals for 
procedural changes and it is likely we will affirmatively 
support some of these.
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Question: Mr. Robinson, it is my understanding thatthe Soviet Union recently brought into operation 29 of the world's most powerful high frequency broadcasting transmitters and is calling for no increase in frequencies for broadcasting. Your statement, however, indicates that resistance to proposed increases "will come mainly from developing countries which have continued need for other services which they fear would have to be sacrificed." (p.6) Wouldn't you say that Soviet opposition is rather significant? How do you plan to address this opposition?
I believe my statement, as quoted, is correct. The fact that the Soviet Union is not calling for an increase in frequencies for broadcasting does not mean they would oppose such an increase. We have no reason to think they will oppose such an increase even though, evidently, they will not actively support it. Seeing no specific Soviet opposition we do not have a specific strategy for countering it. However, with or without their support we will make a strong effort to obtain acceptance of our HF proposals.

Question: As you probably know, the Senate-passed versionof the fiscal year 1980-1981 State Department Authorization contains a provision exempting private sector representatives on the WARC delegation from certain conflict of interest provisions, provided the Secretary of State approves the exemption. Do you support this provision? What effect will passage have on the "Guidelines on Participation of Private Sector Representatives on United States Delegations"? Do antitrust concerns enter into the activities of private sector representatives vis-a-vis one another at this conference?
The State Department has made no objection to passage of this amendment, nor do I. I see it providing somewhat more flexibility in carrying out the work of the delegation. The provision would be a very narrow exception to Federal conflict of interest laws with respect to private sector representatives speaking on behalf of the United States at WARC-79. It would apply only where no government employee is as well qualified to represent U.S. interests with respect to a particular matter and the Secretary of State or his designee so certifies, and designation of a privatesector representative to speak on behalf of the United States is in the national interest. With or without the provision,I believe sufficient flexibility exists within the present guidelines to enable the private sector representatives on the delegation to play effective roles at the conference.



With respect to matters of antitrust, we believe 
that the Guidelines provide for private participation on 
U.S. Delegations in a manner which does not create risks of 
antitrust liability. Each delegate will receive a copy 
of the antitrust guidance prepared by the Antitrust Division, 
Department of Justice, which, pursuant to Section III (C)
(3) of the Guidelines, is provided to private sector 
representatives of trade or business interests invited to 
participate on U.S. Delegations.

Question: I note that you quote a British journalist as
saying that the United States is "preparing for WARC as 
for the Olympic Games." Does this mean we are leaving all 
the preparations to the private sector? Seriously, though, 
what do you view as the role to be played by private sector 
representatives?

Within the constraints of the Guidelines in effect at 
the time of the conference, we expect the private sector 
representatives on the delegation to provide the responsible 
U.S. Government officials with on-the-spot views and 
information based on their private perspectives. Under the 
present Guidelines, they may not negotiate for the United 
States or decide U.S. policy, but may explain technical 
or factual points. In the event the Guidelines are changed 
as a consequence of congressional action (see preceding 
question) I anticipate using some private representatives 
as spokespersons.

Question: I think you'll agree that controlling a
delegation of 64 people plus staff is a very difficult, if 
not impossible, job. How do you plan to insure that the 
United States is not inadvertently committed to a position 
by an individual delegate who does not have that authority?

All members of the delegation have received directions 
concerning their authority to speak on behalf of the U.S. 
Government and the need to obtain clearance through principal 
spokespersons, myself and my deputies. In addition, I will 
oversee the activities of the various conference committees 
by means of daily reports prepared by the U.S. spokespersons 
to these groups. These reports, which will be compiled and 
formatted by the delegation's computer, should result in 
efficient direction of the members' work.



Question: What kinds of sessions, if any, do you planto hold with the delegation and its support staff on matters such as security of documents at the conference, effective communication among the delegates, etc. ? When do you plan to hold these sessions?
We plan to have regular meetings of the delegation and the support staff throughout the summer in order to discuss preparations for the conference. Our first meeting was held on June 15, and a second meeting is scheduled for July 11. Thereafter, the full delegation will meet every two weeks. In addition, working groups are meeting regularly to develop U.S. positions.

Question: Does our position on frequency allocationaccommodate the concept of equitable access, or does it still reflect your statement of January 11, 1979 indicating that we seek "incremental changes tailored to evolving technology as well as new and evolving social and economic needs"? (Note to Members" This latter position expresses the view which is anathema to the developing nations —  that "if you don't have the technology to use the frequency, you can't have it.")
My use of the word "incremental" was intended to connote partial, evolutionary change. Rather than setting forth a radical, wholesale set of changes particularly along the lines of a wholesale redistribution of frequencies through fixed assignment plans as proposed by some, we propose a system which does not preempt particular frequencies (or orbit slots) until they are needed. I take exception to the interpretation given in the "Note to Members" regarding my statement in the question. This is a caricature of our position. Our position is that the table of allocations and associated procedures should remain flexible so that they can accommodate new uses as they emerge. We believe that access can be assured within this framework. We are prepared to consider specific proposals (so far most have been too general) for changes to present procedures in the form of allotment plans or other measures. However, our baseline position is that the present regulatory procedures are adequate. Obviously, not all LDC's agree with our basic view of the present system but not all disagree, either.It is certainly hyperbole to say that they find our position "anathema".



Question: In light of the Helsinki Basket Three provisions
to ease restrictions on information channels and the poor 
record of compliance by the Soviet Union and its allies, 
what form do you think the issue of jamming might take at 
WARC? How will we deal with it?

It is my view at the present time that WARC is not an 
appropriate place to debate this issue. Were we to raise 
this an an initial matter at WARC, I think we would not only 
fail to gain any support for a resolution to end jamming, 
we could also jeopardize our positions on other issues. 
Consideration is being given to the possibility of intro
ducing a resolution calling for an end to jamming in the event 
the conference demands a future planning conference. The 
rationale for such a resolution would be to point out that 
planning and jamming are incompatible. Even in this 
situation I am personally skeptical about the desirability of 
raising this issue at the conference. Nevertheless I hold 
it open as a possibility.

Question: What significance for WARC can be found in the
transborder data flow issue?

There appears to be no direct significance for WARC 
in the transborder data flow issue being debated in the OECD 
and elsewhere. Transborder data flow is not linked to the 
use of the radio spectrum. Neither an East-West nor a North- 
South issue, it has not surfaced in any of our discussions 
or reports to date.
Question: What form do you think the "New World Information
Order" debate will take at WARC, most particularly the 
concerns relating to a so-called "balanced" flow of infor
mation into and out of the developing world and the direct 
broadcast satellite issue? Would you discuss the components 
of the DBS issue and prior consent?

The term "New World Information Order" has no specific 
content, but includes several related but distinct issues 
involving not only North-South issues but East-West (and 
even "West-West") conflicts.

There is, first, the debate over "free flow" versus 
"balanced flow" of information. The debate has been focused 
on the Mass Media Declaration which was recently adopted at 
UNESCO last year. The U.S., resisting the idea of any 
declaration which would compromise its committment to freedom 
of speech here and abroad, was successful in obtaining 
revisions to earlier drafts of the declaration which could



have impeded free flow. As a result of our success, one potential source of political friction at WARC has for now at least been muted, though we know that there will be some effort to raise this issue again at WARC.
Related to the Mass Media issue is the debate in the U.N. Outer Space Committee over DBS —  direct broadcast satellites. A majority of countries appear to be committed to some form of prior consent as a prerequisite to satellite broadcasting beyond national borders. The firm U.S. position on DBS is, again, to insist on free flow of information.The Administration's report to the Congress on International Communications Policy (January 1979) placed on the public record U.S. opposition to a prior consent regime, but noted that "the United States is, however, willing to accept a principle committing States to non-binding consulations, if requested, with receiving States before initiating a DBS service." For the time being the debate in the U.N. is stalemated. However, the debate may be adverse to the political climate at WARC. It also could influence particular WARC concerns, for example, by tying allocations to a principle of prior consent. In one foreign proposal it appears that the issue is raised by a proposed redefinition of the term "broadcasting".
The reverse side of the DBS issue is presented by satellite sensing. A number of countries have pressed for a requirement of prior consent by sensed countries as a prerequisite to the dissemination of sensing data, or even to being sensed. This is the reverse of DBS since the concern arises over the flow of information from within the country to other countries outside —  rather than the other way around. But the underlying issue is quite similar insofar as it pits assertions of national sovereignty against freedom of information. As with DBS, the issue is pending before the U.N. Outer Space Committee. As with DBS, the issue could arise at WARC in context of specific allocations for this service. As with DBS, the U.S. is firmly opposed to any principle of prior consent.

Question; In your view, is there any significance for WARC in the Third World concern over their underdeveloped domestic communications infrastructure?
No doubt a key issue on the minds of Third World representatives at WARC will be the transfer of technology.It is an argument common to U.N. forums these days. Within



the ITU/WARC context, we may well be able to be of assistance. 
One key LDC desideratum is the creation of regional training 
centers and data banks, the largest of these tentatively 
planned for Sri Lanka. We are encouraging U.S. industry to 
consider means of assisting this program. Since FCC/NTIA 
also have a frequency management training program to 
bring foreign officials to the U.S., they have contracted 
for a study of LDC spectrum management needs and what resources 
we have available to meet these needs. That study should be 
completed by September 15.

We are already looking into means whereby the budget 
for such training could be augmented. We can also assist 
in developing national training programs: DOD has expressed 
its willingness to explore such training possibilities at 
Scott AFB. Additionally, we have an ongoing $24 million AID 
program for the use of satellites in telecommunications. 
Projects are being considered for a number of LDCs, and we 
are encouraging AID to undertake a project for the use of 
satellites for functional literacy programs in Kenya.
(Regarding this $24 million AID program, I might note that 
it was because of the possible spillover benefits for WARC 
that I successfully urged some months ago that this program 
be firmly established in the face of other projects which then 
ranked higher among AID'S priorities.)

One UNESCO-related event which could impact on the WARC 
is a planning meeting to develop a proposal for institutional 
arrangements to "systematize consultation on communications 
development activities, needs and plans", a proposal made 
by the United States at the UNESCO General Conference held 
last fall in Paris. The U.S. is hosting the meeting in 
Washington, November 6-9.

Question: An early State Department memorandum on WARC
issues stated "There is nothing constructive to be achieved 
by engaging in a general debate over principles of free 
versus balanced flow of information in the context of a 
conference devoted to radio spectrum allocation." What 
happens if the developing nations' bloc decides to make 
agreement with a given U.S. position contingent on our 
support for a mass rrtedia declaration which we found 
completely unacceptable? It seems to me that what we consider 
"constructive" is meaningless in a politically-charged 
international forum. Have you prepared for these
"unconstructive" contingencies?

As a starting point, let me note that "unacceptable" 
proposals will not be accepted whether they deal with free 
flow issues or any other. With specific regard to the free 
flow issue U.S. policy opposes on principle political



restrictions on the free flow of information. That general policy is unchanged. It will not be changed at WARC. With regard to other "unconstructive contingencies" we have prepared positions on those that we can foresee as being serious issues. The fact that we do not view them as constructive does not imply that we do not foresee them as arising or that we are unprepared for them. However, our basic position on such extraneous political issues is to insist that they not be debated at WARC. We acknowledge that the WARC may be "politically-charged". But we do not see it as inevitable that it be a forum for the mere exchange of political slogans. I should add that we are not alone in this position; we have strong support from many developing and developed countries on this basic view.
Question: What is the current status of the debate over sovereignty claims for space by certain equatorial countries like Colombia who claims sovereignty over satellites "parked" in geostationary orbit over their countries?

It is important to distinguish precisely what Colombia and other equatorial countries claim. It is sovereignty over space extending above their territories, not over satellites. The equatorial claims are old ones that have been pursued primarily in the U.N. Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, although they have also arisen in ITU conferences.A newer development is the proposal of several countries, including the USSR, for a separate legal regime over the geostationary orbit.
We regard claims of sovereignty over the geostationary orbit to be inconsistent with the Outer Space Treaty. The proponents of such claims have had little support in any forum and we do not see any substantial support at WARC, although we know the claims will be made.

Question: What impact do you think the August 1979 U.N. Conference on Science and Technology will have on WARC?
The U.N. Conference on Science and Technology in Development (UNCSTD) is another in the series of U.N. debates on North/South relations. As best we can determine, WARC will not play a role at UNCSTD. The results and much of the language of UNCSTD could spill over into WARC: UNCSTD is being held only a few weeks before WARC, and some LDCs might simply carry their unsatisfied complaints over technology transfer in general to WARC. However, it is doubtful that the UNCSTD conference will have any distinctive impact on WARC
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Question: Has the U.S. provided any assistance to 
developing nations in preparing for WARC, since their 
technical expertise is not as great as ours?

We have attended all three ITU regional seminars, 
whose intention was to prepare delegates for the WARC, and 
which included briefings on the preparation of country 
proposals. These meetings were held in Nairobi, Panama, and 
Sydney. In Nairobi, for instance, a U.S. team spoke with 
delegates from all African and Arab countries likely to be 
at WARC. Many commented on how useful our explanations were, 
not only in terms of their understanding our proposals, but 
also in terms of their thinking about their own. They also 
were grateful for the guidance given in the same vein during 
our extensive bilaterals. Although we gave some thought at 
an earlier juncture to the desirability of offering our 
assistance specifically, we chose not to do so, fearing it 
might be misunderstood and resented. We are satisfied with 
the atmosphere of cooperation that has been created by virtue 
of the manner and degree to which we did choose to follow 
through on satisfying real needs in this area.

69-439 0-80-9



A P P E N D IX  2

Commentary by th e U .S . Delega tion to th e 1979 W orld Adm in 
istrative Radio Con fe re nc e: S umm ary  R eport No. 9

The Wo rld  A d m in is tr a ti v e  Rad io  C onf er en ce  was co ncl uded  
w it h  th e  fo rm al  s ig n in g  o f  th e  F in a l  A ct s on Decemb er 6.

The  co n fe re n ce  d e a l t  w it h  more th an  15 ,0 00 in d iv id u a l  
p ro p o sa ls  ra n g in g  fro m th e  t r i v i a l  to  th e  v i t a l  in  te rm s o f 
w orl d te le co m m u n ic a ti o n s . The F in a l  A ct s co m pri se  1100 
p ag es .

The fo ll o w in g  comm entar y i s  p ro v id ed  by th e  U nit ed  
S ta te s  D e le g a ti o n .

We b e l ie v e  t h a t  WARC was  s u c c e s s fu l  in  c a r ry in g  ou t 
i t s  o b je c t iv e s .  W hi le  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  b o th  te c h n ic a l  and 
p o l i t i c a l ,  w er e fo re s e e n  a t  th e  o u t s e t ,  we we re  
im pre ss ed  by  th e  g e n e ra l ab se nce  o f  th e  l a t t e r  an d th e  
u l t im a te  s a t i s f a c t o r y  r e s o lu t io n  o f  mo st o f th e  fo rm er.
W ha te ve r co ncern s we may ha ve  ab ou t a few  p a r t i c u l a r  
d e c is io n s  ta k e n  by  th e  c o n fe re n c e , we b e l ie v e  th a t  th e  
co n fe re n c e  F in a l  A ct s w i l l  p ro v id e  a te c h n ic a l  and 
r e g u la to ry  fram ew ork fo r  th e  expan sio n  o f co m m un ic at io ns  
f a c i l i t i e s  in  th e  U .S . an d ab ro ad  in  th e  coining y e a r s , 
w h il e  m a in ta in in g  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d eg re e  o f  o rd e r  in  
a l l o c a t i n g  th e  sp ectr um  among s e rv ic e s .

The U .S . su b m it te d  over  900  p ro p o s a ls , ea ch  one 
im p o rta n t,  in  v a ry in g  d e g re e s , to  some n a t io n a l , 
s o c i a l ,  ec on om ic  an d /o r  s e c u r i ty  need . Al mos t a l l  U .S . 
o b je c t iv e s  ha ve  bee n a t t a in e d ,  e i t h e r  in  who le  o r in  
s u b s t a n t i a l  p a r t .

The re  w i l l  be  no im m ed ia te  ch an ges  in  th e  s t r u c tu r e  
o r  o p e ra t io n  o f  th e  U .S . te le co m m u n ic a ti o n s sy st em  as  a 
r e s u l t  o f  c o n fe re n ce  d e c is io n s . Mos t ch an ge s man da ted 
by  th e  co n fe re n ce  w i l l  be  phas ed  in  o v er a p e r io d  o f ti m e.

A m aj or  U .S . o b je c t iv e  -  su p p o rt  o f  th e  I n te r n a t io n a l  
Tel ec om m un ic at io n Un ion (ITU) a s  th e  in t e r n a t io n a l  ag en cy  
c ap ab le  o f p ro v id in g  a u s e fu l  fo rum fo r  d is c u s s in g  g lo b a l 
te le co m m u n ic a ti o n s nee ds an d pr obl em s an d o f  c a r ry in g  
o u t th e  co mplex  d e c is io n s  o f  th e  c o n fe re n ce  -  was f u l ly  
a c h ie v e d . C onfe re nce  d e c is io n s  a f f ir m e d  (on a conse nsu s 
b a s i s  in  mo st in s ta n c e s )  th e  im port ance  o f  c lo s e  c o o p e ra ti o n  
in  t h i s  im p o rt an t a re a  o f i n t e r n a t io n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  w or ki ng  
th ro u g h  th e  ITU mec ha ni sm . We hav e re a so n  to  be  w e ll
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satisfied by the way in which conference business was 
conducted. Although there was initial apprehension 
about politicization of the conference —  and there 
were a few unfortunate political skirmishes —  we think 
the effectiveness of the ITU as a specialized agency 
devoted to constructive international cooperation has not 
been compromised.

There were conference issues where the developing 
countries supported each other in pursuit of what they 
preceived to be their common interests but this 
generally did not involve ideological bloc voting 
independent of pursuing individual national interests.
The United States supported developing countries in many 
instances, not in others. The same was true of our 
conference relations with our industrial allies and with 
the communist countries. With few exceptions we are 
pleased with the good working relationships that were 
established at the conference between the U.S. and other 
countries. We believe they provide a good basis for future 
ITU activity. Although there were occasions during the 
conference in which the U.S. seemed to be specially 
susceptible to having its interests challenged, by the 
end of the conference this no longer appeared true. In 
retrospect, it is noteworthy how often we found ourselves 
in alliance with different groups based on common interests 
rather than any fixed ideological mind set.

The U.S. has submitted reservations on a small number 
of conference decisions where we felt that decisions taken 
could adversely affect an important national communications 
requirement. A reservation is a formal statement that we 
will not be bound by a particular conference decision. In 
each case, the decision was made on the basis of protecting 
important U.S. interests. However, too much should not be 
made of these reservations. Although the U.S. previously 
had taken only one reservation at a WARC, this was an 
unusual record we could not hope to have maintained. In 
any case we anticipated we would probably find it necessary 
to reserve on some matters. What is noteworthy is that 
of the many hundreds of particular decisions, many of them 
significant, only a bare handful were unacceptable to us.

The conference recommended that a number of ITU 
specialized conferences should be held during the comming 
years in which more detailed attention can be given to certain 
services or issues which, in the conference's opinion, 
could be better handled in these forums. Planning conferences 
are scheduled for the space services and geostationary orbit, 
feeder links for the broadcasting satellite service, and for

%
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th e  h ig h  fr equency  ba nd  b ro a d c a s ti n g  s e r v ic e , and a 
g e n e ra l m obil e s e rv ic e  c o n fe re n c e . (A r e g io n a l  con fe re n ce  
on  p la n n in g  use  o f  th e  12 GHz ba nd  in  th e  w es te rn  
hem is phere  has a lr e a d y  bee n p ro pose d  by th e  1977 B ro adcast  
S a t e l l i t e  WARC.) The U .S . h as  lo n g  re co g n iz ed  th e  im port an ce 
o f  u t i l i z i n g  s p e c ia l iz e d  co n fe re n c e s  an d su p p o r ts  th e  
co nven in g o f  th e  ab ov e c o n fe re n c e s .

4'
S e t t in g  a s id e  th e  g e n e ra l ly  goo d r e s u l t s ,  U .S . conce rn s 

ab ou t th e  co n fe re n ce  r e s u l t s  c e n te re d  ar ound s e v e ra l  f a c to r s .
One was  a te nden cy  to  ch an ge  some im p o rta n t,  lo n g -s ta n d in g  
a l lo c a t io n s  w it h o u t g iv in g  ad eq u a te  r e c o g n i t io n  to  e x i s t in g  
o p e ra ti o n s  and  in v estm en t by  o th e r  c o u n t r ie s  (t hough by 
c o n t r a s t ,  a m a jo r it y  o f  c o u n t r ie s  w er e i n s i s t e n t  on m a in ta in in g  
c e r t a in  a l l o c a t i o n s ,  su ch a s  f ix e d  s e rv ic e s ,  whe re  th ey  had  
e x i s t i n g  o p e r a t io n s .)  A noth er  was a d e s i r e  to  ch an ge  
re g u la to ry  p ro ced u re s in  ways t h a t ,  in  our vi ew , w i l l  n o t 
be  e f f e c t iv e .  In  i t s  o r i g in a l  su bm is si on  o f  p ro p o s a ls , th e  
U .S . recomm ended a d ju s tm e n ts  in  v a r io u s  p ro c e d u re s  to  b r in g  
them  in to  l i n e  w it h  mod em  c o n d i t io n s . A numb er o f th e s e  
were ad o p te d . We a re  som ewhat  concern ed  abo u t wha t seem to  
be  u n r e a l i s t i c  e x p e c ta ti o n s  o f  some c o u n t r ie s  re g a rd in g  th e  
f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  assi gnm en t p la n s  fo r  sp ace  s e rv ic e s  and th e  
g e o s ta t io n a ry  o r b i t .  N o n e th e le ss  we w i l l  a c t iv e ly  p a r t i c i p a t e  
in  fu tu re  d is c u s s io n s  an d n e g o t ia t io n s  w it h  a vi ew  to w ar ds 
se ek in g  an a c c e p ta b le  ac co mmod at ion o f  b o th  dev el oped  and  
d ev e lo p in g  co u n tr y  n e e d s .

As no te d  e a r l i e r ,  th e  c o n fe re n c e  d e a l t  w it h  l i t e r a l l y  
th ousa nds o f  d e c is io n s . The fo ll o w in g  i s  a summ ary o f  some 
o f  th e  m aj or  is s u e s  d ec id ed  by  th e  c o n fe re n c e , to g e th e r  w it h  
a p re li m in a ry  asse ssm en t o f  t h e i r  im pac t on U .S . i n t e r e s t s .

MF B ro a d c a s ti n g . The  U .S . so ugh t a d d i t io n a l  medium 
wave fr equency  a l l o c a t i o n s  to  p e rm it  an  expansi on  o f th e  
numb er o f AM b ro a d c a s ti n g  s t a t i o n s  in  t h i s  co u n tr y . Our 
m aj or  p ro p o sa l was to  ad d sp ectr um  fo r  b ro a d c a s ti n g  fro m 
16 05 -186 0 kHz, p a r t  o f  w hi ch  wo uld be  e x c lu s iv e ly  
b ro a d c a s t an d p a r t  sh a re d  w it h  o th e r  s e rv ic e s . U .S . 
o b je c t iv e s  we re  s u b s t a n t i a l l y ,  b u t n o t e n t i r e l y ,  m et , 
s in c e  i t  was n o t ou r i n te n t io n  to  ha ve  e x c lu s iv e  
a l lo c a t io n s  in  th e  i n t e r n a t io n a l  t a b le  be lo w  1800 kHz .
I t  was  our d e s i r e  to  m a in ta in  c o -e q u a l sh a r in g  o f  a l l  
s e rv ic e s  to  en ab le  th e  U .S . to  make n a t io n a l  d e c is io n s  
th e re b y  p ro te c t in g  our r a d io lo c a t io n  req u ir em en ts  w h il e  
p ro v id in g  fo r  th e  ex p an sio n  o f  b ro a d c a s ti n g . B ro ad cas ti n g  
w i l l  ha ve  an  e x c lu s iv e  a l l o c a t i o n  in  th e  ba nd  16 05 -162 5 
kH z, an d in  th e  band  16 25 -1 70 5 kHz i t  w i l l  be  on a 
p ri m ary  b a s i s ,  w it h  f ix e d  an d m ob il e on  a p e rm it te d  b a s i s  
an d r a d io lo c a t io n  on  a se condary  b a s i s .  A con fe re n ce  
r e s o lu t io n  p ro p o se s th a t  a Reg ion 2 c o n fe re n ce  be  h e ld  
by  1985 a t  th e  l a t e s t  to  p la n  fo r  b ro a d c a s t s e rv ic e s  in  
th e  1625 -166 5 kHz ba nd  to  commence a f t e r  J u ly  1, 1987 
and fo r  b ro a d c a s t s e rv ic e s  in  th e  16 65 -170 5 kHz ba nd  to  
commence a f t e r  J u ly  1, 199 0.

*



HF B ro a d c a s ti n g . R e cep ti o n  o f  h ig h  fr eq u e n cy  ( s h o r t 
wave)  b ro a d c a s ts  sh ou ld  be  som ewhat  c l e a r e r  and s t ro n g e r  
by  th e  en d o f  th e  1 9 8 0 's . The co n fe re n c e  a l lo c a te d  
60 p e rc e n t mo re sp ectr um  in  th e  m aj or 9 , 11 , 15 , 17 , 
and  21 MHz ban ds f o r  b ro a d c a s ti n g  to  be  im pl em en te d a t  
a s p e c ia l iz e d  h ig h  fr eq u en cy  b ro a d c a s ti n g  co n fe re n ce  
in  th e  m id -1 9 8 0 's  to  p la n  f o r  th e  more e f f i c i e n t  and 
e q u i ta b le  use  o f  th e  b ro a d c a s ti n g  bands.  The new 
a l l o c a t i o n s  a r e  a ls o  dep en den t on s u c c e s s fu l
re ac co m m od at io n o f f ix e d  s e rv ic e  a ss ig n m en ts  th a t  w i l l  
be d is p la c e d  by  th e  new a l l o c a t i o n s .  A s p e c ia l  
re ac co m m od at io n p ro ced u re  was ap p ro ved . The U .S . 
app ro ves th e  new p ro ced u re  an d in  p r in c ip le  s u p p o r ts  th e  
co nven in g o f  a f u tu re  HF b ro a d c a s t p la n n in g  co n fe re n c e . 
Ho we ver, U .S . o b je c t iv e s  were o n ly  p a r t l y  met by  t h i s  
in c r e a s e . D esp it e  a p p e a ls  by  th e  U .S .,  p ro p o sa ls  to  
ex pa nd  th e  im p o rt a n t 6 an d 7 MHz b ro a d c a s ti n g  ban ds  
f a i l e d  becau se  o f o p p o s it io n  fro m a m a jo r it y  o f  c o u n tr ie s  
h av in g  c o n ti n u e d  nee d o f  th e s e  ban ds fo r  th e  f ix e d  
s e r v ic e .  In  a P ro to c a l S ta te m en t,  th e  U .S . r e s e rv e s  
i t s  r i g h t s  in  r e s p e c t  to  th e  use  o f  a d d i t io n a l  ba nd s fo r  
b ro a d c a s ti n g  u n t i l  a s u c c e s s fu l  c o n c lu s io n  o f  th e  
s p e c ia l iz e d  b ro a d c a s ti n g  c o n fe re n c e .

VHF an d UHF B ro a d c a s ti n g . The U .S . made no a l lo c a t io n  
p ro p o sa ls  p e r t in e n t  to  VHF b ro a d c a s ti n g , an d no d e c is io n s  
wer e ta k en  a t  th e  co n fe re n c e  a f f e c t in g  U .S . b ro a d c a s t 
a l l o c a t i o n s .  In  th e  UHF ba nd  th e  U .S . p ro pose d  s h a r in g  
o f  b ro a d c a s ti n g  w it h  f ix e d  an d m ob il e s e r v ic e s . T his  i s  
t r e a t e d  und er  la n d  m obil e be lo w .

Land M ob ile  S e rv ic e s . The  co n fe re n c e  g e n e ra l ly  in c re a se d  
a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  th e  M ob ile s e rv ic e s  w orl dw id e,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
in  r e c o g n i t io n  o f Land M ob ile n e e d s . M ob ile a l l o c a t i o n s  
in  ba nds be lo w  1 GHz whe re  U .S . Land M ob ile f a c i l i t i e s  
e x i s t  were p re se rv e d . New ba nds  w er e a l lo c a te d  in  R eg io ns  
2 an d 3 a t  42 0- 43 0 MHz an d 44 0- 45 0 MHz to  a l ig n  w it h  
e x i s t i n g  Reg io n 1 a l l o c a t i o n s .  The se  an d o th e r  ban ds  
a l lo c a te d  in  th e  t a b le  o r  by  fo o tn o te  a re  o f  li m ite d  
im m ed ia te  v a lu e  fo r  Lan d M ob ile in  th e  U .S . becau se  o f 
e x i s t i n g  s e rv ic e s .

The U .S . g o a ls  o f f l e x i b i l i t y  in  th e  UHF t e l e v i s io n  
ba nd  47 0- 89 0 MHz th ro u g h  c o -e q u a l s h a r in g  o f  b ro a d c a s ti n g , 
f ix e d  an d m ob il e s e rv ic e s  was e s s e n t i a l l y ,  th ou gh  
in c o m p le te ly , ach ie v ed  e i t h e r  by  ta b le  a l l o c a t i o n s  o r 
fo o tn o te  a l l o c a t i o n s  a s  we re  m ob il e a l l o c a t i o n s  in  p o r t io n s  
o f  th e  ba nd  89 0- 96 0 MHz. U .S . fo o tn o te  a l l o c a t i o n s  were 
ta k en  b ecause  o f  th e  o p p o s it io n  by  some Reg ion 2 c o u n tr ie s  
to  f u l l  t a b le  a l l o c a t i o n s .  U .S . Land M ob ile i n t e r e s t s



w er e th u s  p ro te c te d  an d th e  o p p o r tu n it y  fo r  fu tu re  
gr ow th  in  th e  U .S . was p re s e rv e d . Ho we ver, th e  
C onfe re nce  im po sed c e r t a i n  r e g u la to ry  ag re em en t 
p ro ced u re s  on  th e  u se  o f  th e s e  fo o tn o te  a l lo c a t io n s  
w hi ch  in  e s sen ce  d id  n o t p ro v id e  f o r  e q u a l i ty  o f 
o p e ra t io n . T h is  p ro ced u re  th e  U .S . fo un d u n a c c e p ta b le .
In  a P ro to c o l,  th e  U .S . re se rv e d  i t s  r i g h t  to  co nd uc t 
c o o rd in a ti o n  w it h o u t th e s e  bu rd en so m e re q u ir e m e n ts .

Am ate ur  S e rv ic e . U .S . o b je c t iv e s  fo r  am at eu r s e rv ic e  
w er e:

(A) to  m a in ta in  th e  p r e s e n t  h ig h  fr eq u en cy  
(s hort w av e)  ba nds  e s s e n t i a l l y  un ch an ge d,  
an d to  p ro v id e  an  in c r e a s e  in  th r e e  new, 
nar ro w  ban ds to  b r id g e  ga ps  be tw ee n e x is t in g  
a l lo c a t io n s :

(B) to  m a in ta in  p r e s e n t  VHF, UHF, and  Mi cro wave 
a l l o c a t i o n s ,  mos t o f  w hi ch  a re  sh a re d  su c c e ss 
f u l ly  w it h  go ve rn m en t r a d io lo c a t io n  o p e ra t io n s , 
an d to  ad d new ban ds a t  i n t e r v a l s  in  ne wl y 
a l lo c a te d  sp ectr um  ab ov e 40 GHz;

(C) to  p ro v id e  a c c e ss  fo r  th e  am at eu r s a t e l l i t e  
s e rv ic e  to  s e v e ra l  na rr ow  ban ds be tw ee n 1 and  
10 GHz, whe re  c o n d i t io n s  a re  th e  mos t fa v o ra b le  
fo r  sp ace  co m m uni ca tion.

The se  o b je c t iv e s  were f u l ly  m et . The p re s e n t h ig h  fr equency  
am at eu r ba nds were m a in ta in e d , and th r e e  new ba nd s were 
a l lo c a te d  fo r  an  in c r e a s e  o f  7 p e rc e n t in  th e  sh or tw av e 
sp ectr um  a v a i la b le  to  th e  am ate u r s e r v ic e . The p re s e n t 
VHF, UHF, and Microw ave a l l o c a t i o n s  w er e l a r g e ly  m ain ta in ed  
in  th e  U .S .,  w it h  a new ba nd  sh a re d  w it h  o th e r  s e rv ic e s  n e a r 
900  MHz. Ho we ver, th e  f ix e d  and m obil e s e rv ic e s  we re  ad de d 
as new s h a r in g  p a r tn e r s  in  s e v e ra l  o f  th e s e  ban d s , which  
may p re s e n t am at eu r o p e ra t io n s  w it h  pr ob le m s because  o f th e  
d i f f i c u l t y  o f p r o te c t in g  su ch s e r v ic e s .  G re a te r  a l l o c a t io n s  
f o r  th e  am at eu r s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  w er e made th an  ha d be en  
so ught o r i g in a l l y  by  th e  U .S .,  w it h o u t a f f e c t in g  o th e r  U .S . 
o b je c t iv e s . F in a l ly ,  new ba nds  fo r  th e  am at eu r and am at eu r 
s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e s  were made a v a i l a b le  be tw ee n 40 and 275 
GHz, th u s  e n s u ri n g  fu tu re  e x p lo ra t io n  a t  th e  f r o n t i e r s  o f th e  
ra d io  sp ect ru m  by  p ro p e r ly  l ic e n s e d , p r iv a te  in d iv id u a ls .

R a d io n a v ig a ti o n  S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e . One o f th e  m aj or  o b je c t iv e s  
o f  th e  U .S . a t  WARC-79 wa s to  p ro v id e  a l l o c a t i o n s  fo r  ou r 
ne w es t s a t e l l i t e  n a v ig a ti o n  sy st em , NAVSTAR-Global P o s i t io n in g  
Sy ste m (GPS) . In  i t s  p re s e n t  s t a t e ,  i t  c o n s i s t s  o f  s ix  
s a t e l l i t e s ,  a lt h o u g h  th e  u l t im a te  sy st em  i s  d es ig n ed  fo r  
o p e ra t io n s  w it h  tw e n ty -fo u r  s a t e l l i t e s  in  co n ti n u o u s p o la r  
o r b i t .  O r ig in a l ly  d es ig n ed  f o r  m i l i t a r y  a p p l ic a t io n s  ( s h ip s ,
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a i r c r a f t ,  t r o o p s ) ,  i t  ca n be  ad ap te d  to  c i v i l i a n  u se  
by  n o t su p p ly in g  some o f th e  s o p h i s t i c a te d  te ch n o lo g y .
Even in  i t s  c i v i l i a n  mo de,  GPS i s  f a r  more a c c u ra te  th an  

a  an y o th e r  r a d io n a v ig a t io n  sy st em  in  e x is te n c e . T h is
o b je c t iv e  wa s f u l ly  m et ; a l l o c a t i o n s  o b ta in e d  ex ce ed ed  
U .S . p ro p o sa ls  w it h o u t s e r io u s ly  im p ac ti n g  on  o th e r  
U .S . o b je c t iv e s .

A e ro n a u ti c a l S e rv ic e . WARC-79 d e c is io n s  w i l l  en ab le  
a v ia t io n  re q u ir e m e n ts  to  be  s a t i s f i e d  th ro u g h  th e  
tu rn  o f  th e  c e n tu ry . U .S . o b je c t iv e s  w er e m et . A ll  
p r e s e n t ly  use d  a e r o n a u t ic a l  a l l o c a t i o n s  w er e r e ta in e d  
w h il e  a sm a ll  amoun t o f  a d d i t io n a l  sp ectr um  was  made 
a v a i l a b le  to  su p p o rt  f i rm ly  p la nned  a e r o n a u t ic a l  sy s te m s.
The 11 8- 13 6 MHz a ir -g ro u n d  co m m un ic at io ns  ba nd  was 
ex pa nd ed  to  137  MHz e f f e c t iv e  Ja n u a ry  1,  19 90 . A d d i t io n a l ly , 
f o o tn o te  s t a tu s  fo r  p o s s ib le  sp ace  a p p l i c a t io n s  in  th e  
VHF was m a in ta in e d . The  microwav e la n d in g  sy st em  (MLS) 
was  g iv en  p r i o r i t y  s t a tu s  in  th e  50 00 -5 25 0 MHz band  to _  
en su re  p r o te c t io n  fo r  t h i s  n e x t g e n e ra ti o n  ap pro ac h  and 
la n d in g  a id  r e c e n t ly  d ec id ed  upon  by  th e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
C iv i l  A v ia ti o n  O rg a n iz a ti o n  (ICAO). The new,  g ro und-b as ed  
a e r o n a u t ic a l  r a d a r  be ac on sy st em  re c e iv e d  sp ectr um  su p p o rt  
in  th e  93 00 -9 32 0 MHz ban d.

M ari ti m e M obil e . In  th e  MF ba nds  th e  b a s ic  U .S . o b je c t iv e  
was to  m a in ta in  e x i s t i n g  a l l o c a t i o n s ,  b u t a ll o w  f o r  some 
ch an ge s in  th e  400  kHz ba nd  to  accomm odate  a e r o n a u t ic a l  
r a d io n a v ig a t io n . In  th e  HF ba nd  th e  U .S . so ugh t s u b s t a n t i a l  
in c r e a s e s  in  e x i s t i n g  a l l o c a t i o n s .  (As in  th e  ca se  o f 
HF b ro a d c a s ti n g  th e s e  a re  s u b je c t  to  p la n n in g  a t  a f u tu re  
m ob il e c o n fe re n c e , an d a r e  dep en den t on  re ac co m m od at io n 
o f  d is p la c e d  f ix e d  s e rv ic e  a s s ig n m e n ts .)  W hi le  th e  o v e r a l l  
m ag nitude  o f  th e  HF in c r e a s e  was  ev en  l a r g e r  th a n  th e  U .S . 
p ro p o se d , th e  U .S . wa s d is a p p o in te d  in  n o t o b ta in in g  
g r e a te r  in c r e a s e s  be lo w  10 MHz. A ccord in g ly  th e  U .S . 
e n te re d  a P ro to c o l S ta te m en t ’r e s e rv in g  i t s  r i g h t s  to  me et 
i t s  re q u ir e m e n ts  un d er p ri m ary  m obil e a l l o c a t i o n s  which  
were ad o p te d . In  th e  VHF ba nd  U .S . o b je c t iv e s  we re  met bu t 
we were d is a p p o in te d  t h a t  a U .S . p ro p o sa l f o r  a wor ld w id e 
a l l o c a t i o n  in  th e  216 —225 MHz ba nd  was  n o t ap pro ved  
(h ow ev er , an  a l l o c a t i o n  wa s made fo r  Reg io n 2 ) .

R a d io lo c a ti o n . WARC-79 m ig ht ha ve  a lo n g - te rm  ad v e rs e  
im pac t on th e  u se  o f  r a d io lo c a t io n  ( ra d a r )  in  some p a r t s  o f 
th e  sp ectr um  a s  a co nse quen ce  o f  re d u c in g  th e  s t a tu s  o f  th e  
s e rv ic e  o r  f o rc in g  i t  to  sh a re  w it h  o th e r  s e r v ic e s  w it h  
w hi ch  i t  i s  n o t co m p a ti b le  becau se  o f  in te r f e r e n c e  to  su ch  
s e rv ic e s .  The  ra d a r s  in  th e s e  ba nd s a re  n o t th em se lv es 
a d v e rse ly  a f f e c te d ;  th e  pr ob le m  i s  t h a t  o f  p ro v id in g  
p r o te c t io n  to  o th e r s . Bec au se  o f  th e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  th e
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U .S . r e se rv e d  th e  r i g h t  to  o p e ra te  in  d e s ig n a te d  
r a d io lo c a t io n  ba nds  w it h o u t g u a ra n te e in g  p r o te c t io n  
to  th o se  s e rv ic e s .  T h is  p r o t e c t s  U .S . i n t e r e s t s .

A s p e c ia l  co nce rn  o f  th e  U .S . was  to  p re se rv e  
th e  s t a tu s  o f  th e  r a d io lo c a t io n  s e rv ic e  in  th e  
34 00 -3 60 0 MHz ban d, now use d by  im p o rt a n t m i l i ta r y  
r a d a r  sy s te m s.  The ba nd  h as lo ng  bee n sh a re d  w it h  th e  
f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  (F S S ), an d in  o rd e r  to  f a c i l i t a t e  
u se  o f FSS sy st em s — p a r t i c u l a r l y  INTELSAT — some 
a d m in is t r a t io n s  pro pose d  to  do wn grade th e  r a d a r s  to  
se condary  s t a tu s .  The c o n tr o v e rs y  o v e r t h i s  p ro p o sa l,  
an d c o n s e q u e n ti a l n e g o t ia t io n s  was  in te n s e  and s u s ta in e d . 
Ho we ver, a comprom ise  was wo rked  ou t by  th e  U .S . and  
o th e r s  which  r e s to r e d  p ri m ary  s t a tu s  fo r  r a d a r s  su b je c t 
to  a f o o tn o te  p ro v is io n  u rg in g  b u t n o t m an da ting  
a d m in is t r a t io n s  to  ph as e o u t o f  th e  ba nd  an d to  ta k e  
p r a c t i c a b l e  s te p s  to  p r o te c t  FSS. As p a r t  o f  th e  comp rom ise  
th e  U .S . an d s e v e ra l o th e r  m aj or c o u n tr ie s  made a fo rm al  
d e c la r a t io n  o f  t h e i r  i n te n t io n  to  acc om mo date th e  FSS 
when i t  i s  f e a s ib le  to  do so .

F ix ed  S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e  -  G e n e ra l. The U .S . so ugh t to  
acc om mo date th e  nee d fo r  in c re a s e d  f re q u e n c ie s  fo r  th e  FSS 
f o r  dom es ti c and  i n t e r n a t io n a l  u se . P a r t i c u la r ly  
im p o rt a n t was  a re q u ir em en t f o r  f re q u e n c ie s  be lo w  10 GHz. 
T h is  re q u ir em en t ga ve  r i s e  to  sh a rp  c o n tr o v e rs y  th ro u g h o u t 
th e  e n t i r e  p e r io d  o f  th e  c o n fe re n c e . The U .S . op po se d FSS 
acco mmod at ion in  ba nds  a t  th e  ex pen se  o f  o th e r  s e rv ic e s  
a s  p ro pose d  by many a d m in is t r a t io n s . P ro v is io n s  we re  
ado p te d  to  f a c i l i t a t e  use  o f  e x i s t i n g  FSS a l lo c a t io n s  in  
34 00 -3 70 0 MHz ( c o n s is te n t  w it h  r e t a in in g  s t a tu s  o f ra d io 
lo c a t io n  s e rv ic e ) ( s e e  comm ent on  r a d io lo c a t io n ,  above).  
A l lo c a t io n s  were a ls o  made in  th e  4 an d 6 GHz ban ds.  U. S.  
o b je c t iv e s  we re  met — th ough n o t w it h o u t much t r a v a i l  
an d c o n s id e ra b le  h e a r tb u rn  o v er th e  p e r io d  o f th e  con fe re n ce

F ix ed  S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e  -  F eeder L in k s . A ll  a d m in is t r a t io n s  
so ugh t a t  th e  co n fe re n ce  to  i d e n t i f y  s u i t a b l e  ba nd s in  th e  
f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  to  se rv e  a s  f e e d e r  l in k s  fo r  th e  
b ro a d c a s ti n g  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e .  As w it h  FSS g e n e ra l ly , 
t h i s  s u b je c t  was ex tr em ely  c o n t r o v e r s ia l  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
b ecau se  o f  p ro p o sa ls  to  p u t f e e d e r  l i n k s  in  th e  14 .5 -1 5 .3 5  
GHz ban ds to  be  sh a re d  on  p ri m ary  b a s i s  w it h  t e r r e s t r i a l  
f ix e d  an d m ob il e s e rv ic e s .  U .S . o b je c te d  to  s h a r in g  in  
t h i s  ban d , p a r t i c u l a r l y  in  th e  upper  p o r t io n , bec au se  o f  
w or ld w id e use  o f  th e  m obil e s e rv ic e . U .S . o b je c t iv e s  we re  
re a so n a b ly  s a t s i f i e d  by  co mprom ise  p ro p o s a ls , i n i t i a t e d  
by  th e  U .S .,  which  p ro v id ed  fo r  use  o f  s e v e ra l  ba nd s fo r  
u p l in k s  a t  th e  o p ti o n  o f  in d iv id u a l  a d m in is t r a t io n s . Among 
th e  o p ti o n s  i s  us e o f th e  ba nd  1 4 .0 -1 4 .8  GHz (1 4 .0 -1 4 .5  GHz 
i s  c u r r e n t ly  a l lo c a te d  to  FSS an d i s  th u s  a v a i la b le  un de r



e x i s t i n g  p ro v is io n s ;  1 4 .5 -1 4 .8  GHz was a l lo c a te d  on 
an  e x c lu s iv e  b a s i s  f o r  f e e d e r  l i n k s ) .  O th er  ba nd s 
a re  1 0 .7 -1 1 .7  GHz in  Reg ion 1 o n ly  and  1 7 .3 -1 8 .1  GHz. 
I t  i s  ex p ec te d  t h a t  th e  l a t t e r  ba nd  w i l l  bec ome th e  
p r in c ip a l  fe e d e r  l in k  ba nd  o u ts id e  A fr ic a  an d th e  
M id dl e E a s t.

F ix ed  S a t e l l i t e  an d B ro ad cas ti n g  S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e s  
a t  12 GHz. The co n fe re n c e  adop te d  a s i g n i f i c a n t  ch an ge  in  
th e  fr eq u e n cy  a l l o c a t i o n s  f o r  Reg ion 2 in  th e  12 GHz 
ban d . S in ce  197 1 b o th  f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e  and b ro a d c a s ti n g  
s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e s  ha ve  sh a re d  th e  same fr eq u en cy  ba nd, 
1 1 .7 -1 2 .2  GHz; s in c e  197 7 th e  use  o f  t h i s  ba nd  has be en  
s u b je c t  to  th e  c o n s t r a in t s  o f  a rc  se g m en ta ti o n  o f  th e  
g e o s ta t io n a ry  o r b i t ,  whi ch  r e s u l t e d  in  se v e re  l im i ta t io n  
o f  th e  num ber  o f  o r b i t a l  p o s i t io n s  a v a i l a b le  fo r  e i t h e r  
s e rv ic e .

The d e c is io n  by  th e  197 9 WARC to  a l l o c a t e  s e p a ra te  
fr eq u e n cy  ba nds  to  ea ch  o f  th e  sp ace  s e rv ic e s  e li m in a rp s  
th e  ne ed  fo r  a rc  se g m en ta ti o n  and w i l l  p e rm it  b o th  fi x e d  
and b ro a d c a s ti n g  s a t e l l i t e s  to  be  lo c a te d  a c ro s s  th e  f u l l  
v i s i b l e  a rc  o f  th e  g e o s ta t io n a ry  o r b i t .  T h is  n o t on ly  
p ro v id e s  a m aj or  in c r e a s e  in  th e  numb er o f a v a i l a b le  o r b i t a l  
p o s i t i o n s ,  i t  a ls o  p ro v id e s  im p o rt a n t f l e x i b i l i t y  fo r  
a d m in is t r a t io n s  to  p la c e  t h e i r  s a t e l l i t e s  i n  o r b i t a l  
p o s i t io n s  whi ch  a re  te c h n ic a l ly  an d eco n o m ic a ll y  mo st 
e f f i c i e n t  f o r  s e rv in g  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  t e r r i t o r i e s .

The s p e c i f i c  c o n fe re n ce  d e c is io n s  wer e to  a l lo c a te  
th e  ba nd  1 1 .7 —12 .3  GHz to  th e  f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  and  
th e  ba nd  1 2 .1 -1 2 .7  GHz to  th e  b ro a d c a s ti n g  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  
( s p a c e - to - e a r th )  an d to  d i r e c t  th e  a lr e a d y  sc h ed u le d  1983 
Reg ion 2 A d m in is tr a ti v e  Ra dio C onfe re nce  to  d iv id e  th e  
o v e r la p p in g  1 2 .1 -1 2 .3  GHz p o r t io n  o f  th e  ba nd  be tw ee n th o se  
two s e rv ic e s .

In  a d d i t io n ,  th e  Man da te o f  th e  1983 Reg ion 2 
c o n fe re n ce  w i l l  be  to  dev el op  a d e ta i l e d  p la n  fo r  th e  
b ro a d c a s ti n g  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  in  th e  ba nd  1 2 .3 -1 2 .7  GHz 
p lu s  th e  upper  p o r t io n  o f  th e  1 2 .1 -1 2 .3  GHz ba nd  wh ich 
it-  w i l l  a l l o c a t e  to  th a t  s e rv ic e . Tha t Reg ion 2 co n fe re n ce  
w i l l  a ls o  dev el op a p la n  f o r  e a r th - to - s p a c e  l in k s  fo r  th e  
b ro a d c a s ti n g  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  in  th e  1 7 .3 -1 8 .1  GHz ba nd .
The e a r th - to - s p a c e  l in k s  fo r  th e  12 GHz f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e s  
w i l l  re m ai n in  th e  1 4 .0 -1 4 .5  GHz ba nd.

The se  d e c is io n s  a re  f u l l y  co m p ati b le  w it h  th e  U .S . 
p ro p o sa ls  in  th e  12 GHz ban d , an d sh ou ld  p ro v id e  a l l  o f  
Reg ion 2 w it h  more th an  s u f f i c i e n t  fr eq u en cy  an d o r b i t a l  
r e s o u rc e s  to  mee t f u tu re  re q u ir e m e n ts  in  t h i s  ba nd.



M ob ile S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e  a t  7 /8  GHz. The m ob il e 
s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  has  be en  in  u se  f o r  s e v e ra l  y e a rs ; 
i t  h as n o t be en  re co g n iz ed  a s  a s e p a ra te  s e rv ic e  b u t 
o p e ra te s  in  ba nds  a l lo c a te d  to  th e  f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e  
s e rv ic e .  The U .S . ha d th r e e  main o b je c t iv e s  fo r  t h i s  
s e r v ic e .  F i r s t ,  we so ught to  g a in  r e c o g n i t io n  o f  th e  
s e r v ic e .  T h is  was  a c h ie v e d . Sec on d,  we so ught to  
r e t a i n  two  e x c lu s iv e  sp ace  s e rv ic e  a l l o c a t i o n s  fo r  i t  
( i . e . ,  a l lo c a t io n s  n o t sh a re d  w it h  t e r r e s t r i a l  s e r v i c e s ) .  
T h is  was n o t ach ie v ed . T h ir d , we so ught to  o b ta in  
a d d i t io n a l  a l lo c a t io n s  f o r  t h i s  s e rv ic e  on b o th  e x c lu s iv e  
an d sh a re d  b a s i s .  T h is  was o b ta in e d  on a sh a re d  b a s i s .  
O v e ra ll , e s s e n t i a l  U .S . o b je c t iv e s  were re a so n a b ly  
s a t i s f i e d .

M ob ile S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e  (UHF). The b a s ic  fo o tn o te  
a l l o c a t i o n  fo r  th e  m obil e s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  in  th e  UHF 
ba nd  was m a in ta in ed . Ho we ver, an  a d d i t io n a l  se n te n ce  
wa s ad de d whi ch  p la c e s  t h i s  s e rv ic e  on a n o n - in te r f e r e n c e  
b a s i s  to  o th e r  s e rv ic e s  o p e ra t in g  in  acco rd ance  w it h  th e  
t a b le  ev en  a f t e r  in t e r n a t io n a l  c o o rd in a t io n . T hi s 
c o n d it io n  wa s n o t a c c e p ta b le  to  th e  U n it ed  S ta te s  and in  
a P ro to c o l S ta te m en t th e  U .S . r e s e rv e d  i t s  r i g h t  to  c o n ti n u e  
o p e ra t in g  i t s  c u r re n t an d f u tu r e  m obil e s a t e l l i t e  sy st em s 
w it h o u t r e c o g n it io n  o r  a c c e p ta n c e  o f  t h i s  c o n d it io n .

M ob ile S a t e l l i t e  S e rv ic e s  a t  15 35 -166 0 MHz. B asi c U .S . 
o b je c t iv e s  were to  a ch ie v e  a d d i t io n a l  a l l o c a t io n s  fo r  th e  
m ari ti m e  m ob il e s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  th ro u g h  a d ju s tm e n ts  in  th e  
c u r re n t  a l lo c a t io n s  to  acc om mo da te th e  n eeds o f INMARSAT, 
an d to  make c e r t a in  o th e r  a l l o c a t i o n  ch an ges  in  t h i s  
ban d. U .S . o b je c t iv e s  w er e f u l l y  m et .

S o la r  Powe r S a t e l l i t e . The o r i g in a l  U .S . p ro p o sa l to  
p la c e  a fo o tn o te  in  th e  Rad io  R e g u la ti o n s  to  d e s ig n a te  
245 0 MHz (a  d es ig n a te d  ISM ba nd ) a s  a fr eq u en cy  fo r  
e x p e r im e n ta ti o n  le a d in g  to w ar d de ve lo pm en t o f  pow er 
tr a n s m is s io n  fro m sp ace  was op po se d by s e v e ra l  c o u n tr ie s  
in  b o th  th e  de ve lo pe d an d d ev e lo p in g  re g io n s  o f  th e  w o rl d .
As an  a l t e r n a t i v e  to  th e  U .S . p ro p o sa l we ac c e p te d  a 
r e s o lu t io n  c a l l i n g  fo r  CCIR s tu d y  o f  th e  m a tt e r  b u t a ls o  
p o in t in g  to  an  SPM re p o r t  w hi ch  n o te s  th e  2450 MHz as an 
a p p ro p r ia te  fr eq uency  f o r  t h i s  u se . The r e s o lu t io n  a ls o  
i n v i t e s  CCIR to  t r a n s m it  i t s  s tu d y  to  th e  U.N . In  th e  
vie w  o f  th e  U .S . D e le g a ti o n , t h i s  c o n fe re n ce  d e c is io n  i s  
a c c e p ta b le .

Rad io  Astro no m y. V i r tu a l ly  a l l  U .S . o b je c t iv e s  fo r  ra d io  
as tronom y were f u l ly  a c h ie v e d . Rad io  as tron om y o b s e rv a to r ie s  
a re  lo c a te d  in  c o u n tr ie s  th ro u g h o u t th e  w or ld  and r e q u ire  
c a r e f u l  p r o te c t io n  fro m in te r f e r e n c e  which  cou ld  be  ca use d
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by  n earb y  ra d io  t r a n s m i t t e r s .  S e v e ra l m et ho ds  o f  
p r o te c t io n  f o r  ra d io  as tron om y w er e ach ie v ed  a t  th e  WARC.
At some c r i t i c a l  f re q u e n c ie s , th e  ra d io  as tron om y,  s e rv ic e  
was  g iv en  p ri m ary  s t a tu s  in  th e  T ab le  o f  Fre qu en cy  
A llo c a t io n s . In  o th e r  b an d s , se co n d ary  s t a tu s  o r  f o o tn o te s  
a re  shown in  th e  T ab le  to  a l e r t  fr eq u e n cy  m an ag er s o f  th e  
e x is te n c e  o f  ra d io  as trono m y o b s e rv a ti o n s  r e q u i r in g  
p r o te c t io n . The c o n fe re n ce  ap pro ved  a new a r t i c l e  i n  th e  
Ra dio R e g u la ti o n s  whi ch  p ro v id e s  a d v ic e  to  a d m in is t r a t io n s  
on  m etho ds  to  be  use d to  p ro v id e  in te r f e r e n c e  p r o te c t io n  fo r  
ra d io  as trono m y o b s e rv a to r ie s .  The  de ve lo pm en t o f  t h i s  new 
a r t i c l e  was accom pli sh ed  l a r g e ly  on  th e  e f f o r t s  o f  th e  
U n it ed  S ta te s ,  in  c o n c e r t w it h  th e  N e th e r la n d s , I n d ia , 
N ig e r ia , and th e  F e d e ra l R ep u b li c  o f  Germany .

M e te o ro lo g ic a l S e rv ic e . U .S . o b je c t iv e s  wer e to  r e t a i n  
e x i s t i n g  sp ectr um  fo r  th e  m e te o ro lo g ic a l s e rv ic e s /a tm o s p h e r ic  
d a ta  c o l l e c t i o n .  T h is  was f u l l y  a c h ie v e d . The U .S . a ls o  
w an te d to  ex pa nd  th e  m e te o ro lo g ic a l s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  by 
10 MHz n e a r  1700  MHz an d p ro v id e  a new a l l o c a t i o n  a t  18 GHz. 
T h is  was a ls o  ach ie v ed . F in a l ly ,  th e  U .S . r e ta in e d  a l l  
e x i s t i n g  fo o tn o te s  a ll o w in g  c o n ti n u e d  g ro und-b ase d  r a d a r s  
f o r  th e  m e te o ro lo g ic a l s e rv ic e .

Rem ote S en sin g . The U .S . made some f i f t y  p ro p o s a ls  to  th e  
co n fe re n c e  r e la te d  to  mic ro wav e re m ote  se n s in g  by  
s a t e l l i t e  an d th e  tr a n s m is s io n  o f  th e  r e s u l t a n t  d a ta  fro m 
sp ace  to  e a r th .  Th es e re m ot e se n s in g  p ro p o sa ls  met w it h  
o u ts ta n d in g  su c cess  a t  th e  c o n fe re n c e . U .S . o b je c t iv e s  
wer e f u l ly  met in  a l l  o f  th e  f i f t y  p ro p o s a ls . The fa v o ra b le  
tr e a tm e n t acco rd ed  re m ot e se n s in g  p ro p o s a ls  wa s due in  p a r t  
to  th e  aw ar en es s o f  b o th  d e v e lo p in g  an d dev el oped  c o u n tr ie s  
o f  th e  v a lu e  o f  re m ot e se n s in g  in  u n d e rs ta n d in g  an d 
e v a lu a t in g  c l im a te , w ea th e r,  oce an  e f f e c t s  an d re s o u rc e s , 
e a r th  r e s o u rc e s , and en v ir o n m en ta l q u a l i t y .  As a r e s u l t  
o f  th e  a c t io n  ta k e n  by  th e  WARC, fr eq u en cy  ban ds w i l l  now 
be  a l lo c a te d  fo r  use  by  d e v e lo p e rs  o f  re m ot e se n s in g  
eq ui pm en t an d sy st em s which  co rr e sp o n d  to  th e  p h y s ic a l 
pheno mena th a t  ca n be  m ea su re d.

Sp ac e R ese arc h  S e rv ic e . A ll o c a t io n  p ro v is io n s  f o r  th e  
sp ace  re s e a rc h  s e rv ic e  a re  a p r in c ip a l  means  f o r  p ro v id in g  
co m m un ic at io ns  fo r  s c i e n t i f i c  s a t e l l i t e  pr og ra m s ( in c lu d in g  
e x p e r im e n ta l re m ot e s e n s in g , d is c u s s e d  ab o v e ).  The U .S . 
u se s  th e s e  a l l o c a t i o n s  fo r  b o th  n e a r  e a r th  an d de ep  sp ace  
pro gra m s,  an d, in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  f o r  th e  TDRSS. A ll  U .S . 
p ro p o sa ls  f o r  sp ace  re s e a rc h  wer e s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  co n s id e re d  
and adopte d  a t  WARC-79. As a r e s u l t  we w i l l  hav e a s t ro n g e r  
a l l o c a t i o n  s t a tu s  in  th e  Rad io  R e g u la ti o n s  a t  fo u r  fr eq u e n cy  
ban ds  a c ro s s  th e  sp ectr um . The se  a re  20 25 -2 30 0 MHz,

A
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71 35 -732 0 MHz, 84 00 -8 50 0 MHz, 1 2 .7 5 -1 3 .2 5  GHz,
1 6 .1 -1 6 .7  GHz, 3 1 .8 -3 2 .3  GHz, an d 3 4 .2 -3 4 .7  GHz. The 
f i r s t  th r e e  ba nd s l i s t e d  p ro v id e  f o r  b o th  n e a r  e a r th  
and de ep  sp ace  a c t i v i t i e s .  The ban ds b eg in n in g  a t  
12 .75 GHz up to  34 .7  GHz p ro v id e  new ac co mmod at ion fo r  
deep  sp ace  a c t i v i t i e s .  While we d id  n o t a c h ie v e  p ri m ary
s t a tu s  in  ev e ry  ba nd  we b e l ie v e  th e  ac co m m od at io ns  a t  a {
se co ndary  l e v e l  w i l l  s a t i s f y  our n e e d s . I n s o f a r  as TDRSS
i s  concern ed , our p ro p o sa ls  fo r  se co n d ary  t a b l e  a l lo c a t io n s
fo r  sp ac e re s e a rc h  a t  1 3 .4 -1 4 .0  GHz an d 1 4 .5 -1 5 .3 5  GHz
were adopte d  by  th e  c o n fe re n c e .

Use o f G e o s ta ti o n a ry  O rb it  an d P la n n in g  o f th e  
Sp ac e S e rv ic e s . A num ber  o f  c o u n t r ie s  ( In d ia , C hin a,
USSR, I r a q ,  A fg h an is ta n ) p ro pose d  th a t  a f u tu r e  WARC 
be  co nv en ed  to  p la n  c e r t a in  sp ace  s e rv ic e s  in  c e r t a in  
p a r t s  o f  th e  sp ectr um . Ho we ver, th e r e  was  no ag re em en t 
among the m a s  to  whi ch  s e rv ic e s  o r  ba nds  sh o u ld  be  p la n n ed .
Fo r ex am pl e,  Chi na  p ro pose d th a t  o n ly  th e  new  a l lo c a t io n s  
to  th e  f ix e d  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  be lo w  10 GHz sh ou ld  be  
p la n n ed , w he re as  In d ia  p ro pose d  t h a t  th e  FSS in c lu d in g  
fe e d e r  l in k s  to  th e  b ro a d c a s ti n g  s a t e l l i t e  s e rv ic e  (B SS), 
wo uld be  p la nned  in  th e  e n t i r e  4 /6  an d 11 /1 4 GHz ban ds.
The USSR p ro p o sa l was th e  mos t m odes t,  w it h  p la n n in g  co n fi n ed  
on ly  to  BSS fe e d e r  l i n k s .  The I ra q  p ro p o sa l was  th e  mo st 
a m b it io u s , em br ac in g a l l  sp ace  s e rv ic e s  in  a l l  fr equency  
ban ds.

A ll  o f  th e  p la n n in g  p ro p o sa ls  wer e in  ag re em en t 
th a t  p la n n in g  sh ou ld  le a d  to  a d e t a i l e d  p la n  o f  o r b i t a l  
p o s i t io n  an d fr eq u en cy  a l lo tm e n ts  to  c o u n t r ie s  in  th e  fa sh io n  
o f th e  197 7 WARC p la n  fo r  th e  BSS. N earl y  a l l  o f  th e  
p ro p o sa ls  j u s t i f i e d  th e  ne ed  f o r  a p la n  on th e  c la im s th a t  
th e  g e o s ta t io n a ry  s a t e l l i t e  o r b i t  was r a p id ly  f i l l i n g  up 
in  th e  4 /6  GHz ba nd  an d th a t  th e  p r e s e n t  r e g u la to ry  
p ro c e d u re s , c h a ra c te r iz e d  a s  " f i r s t - c o m e , f i r s t - s e r v e d " ,  
wo uld de ny  e q u i ta b le  a c c e ss  to  d ev e lo p in g  c o u n tr ie s  in  th e  
f u tu r e .

The dev elo ped  c o u n tr ie s  den ie d  th e s e  c la im s , and 
p re se n te d  ar gum en ts  to  show th a t  d e ta i l e d  p la n n in g  was , in  
t h e i r  v ie w , t o t a l l y  u n s u i ta b le  f o r  mos t sp ace  s e rv ic e s  and  
e s p e c ia l ly  so  fo r  th e  FSS. They su g g e ste d  th a t  im prov em en ts 
in  th e  r e g u la to ry  p ro ced u re s a n d /o r  new dynamic and  f l e x ib le  
ap pro ac hes  to  p la n n in g  cou ld  be  develo ped  to  me et th e  o b je c t iv e  
o f g u a ra n te e in g  e q u i ta b le  a c c e ss  to  a l l  c o u n t r i e s . E q uall y  
im p o rt a n t,  th e s e  app ro aches wo uld p e rm it  th e  e f f i c i e n t  an d 
ec onom ic al  use  o f  th e  o rb i t- s p e c tru m  re so u rc e  th a t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  
i f  a s u f f i c i e n t  am oun t o f  th e  r e s o u rc e  i s  to  be  a c c e s s ib le  to  
ea ch  u se r  a t  an  a f fo rd a b le  p r i c e .

z



T his  ap pro ach  was u n a c c e p ta b le  in  p r in c ip le  to  
a numb er o f  a d m in is t r a t io n s , b o th  devel oped  and 
d e v e lo p in g . An a c c e p ta b le  co mpr om ise  wa s wo rked  ou t 
based  b o th  on  p ro p o sa ls  to  th e  c o n fe re n c e , and p ro p o sa ls  
w hi ch  su r fa c e d  d u ri n g  th e  c o n fe re n c e . The e s s e n t i a l  
e le m en ts  o f  t h i s  co mprom ise  w er e:  (1 ) re m ov al  o f 
o u td a te d  HF ass ig n m en ts  in  th e  M ast er  F re que nc y R e g is te r ;
(2 ) r e c l a s s i f y  re m ain in g  a ss ig n m en ts  a c c o rd in g  to  nee ds 
an d a l t e r n a t i v e  me ans; (3 ) f in d in g  new f re q u e n c ie s  fo r  
HF f ix e d  ass ig n m en ts  d is p la c e d  by  a l l o c a t i o n  ch an ge s 
(" re ac co m m odat io n") ; (4 ) in c re a s e d  a s s i s t a n c e  by  th e  IFRB 
to  c o u n tr ie s  need in g  h e lp  in  f in d in g  new f re q u e n c ie s , an d 
in  id e n t i fy in g  i n te r f e r e n c e ;  (5 ) r e v is io n  o f  A r t i c l e  N12 , 
an d r e la te d  t e x t s ,  to  im pl em en t th e s e  p ro c e d u re s . The 
"p ac kag e"  a l s o  in c lu d e s  a new r e s o lu t io n  to  th e  e f f e c t  th a t  
th e s e  p ro v is io n s  a re  in te n d e d  e s s e n t i a l l y  fo r  use  by  th e  
a d m in is t r a t io n s  o f  d ev e lo p in g  c o u n t r ie s , an d th a t  th e r e fo r e  
a d m in is t r a t io n s  o f  devel oped  c o u n tr ie s  sh o u ld  m in im iz e t h e i r  
u se  o f  th e s e  p ro v is io n s .

In  sum mary, th e  U .S . made c le a r  i t s  a p p r e c ia t io n  and 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  th e  pr oble m s o f  th e  d ev e lo p in g  c o u n t r i e s , 
an d p la yed  a pro m in en t p a r t  in  th e  e x te n s iv e  n e g o t ia t io n s  
r e q u ir e d  in  re a c h in g  a c c e p ta b le  co m pr om is es . Th ese 
co mprom ise s w i l l  n o t ha ve  an  a d v e rse  e f f e c t  on  U .S . i n t e r e s t s  
b u t we mu st do ou r p a r t ,  a f t e r  th e  c o n fe re n c e , to w ar d 
im ple m en ting  th e s e  ag re em en ts .

T ech n ic a l A s s is ta n c e  to  D ev el op in g  C o u n tr ie s . In  th e  
co u rs e  o f  th e  co n fe re n ce  th e  d e v e lo p in g  c o u n t r ie s  in tr o d u c e d  
s e v e ra l  r e s o lu t io n s  se e k in g  new o r  in c r e a s in g  th e  e x i s t in g  
a s s i s ta n c e  to  the m in  th e  f i e l d  o f  co m pe te nc e o f th e  
I n te r n a t io n a l  Tel ec om m uni ca tion  U ni on . F o ll ow in g  i s  th e  l i s t  
o f  su ch  r e s o lu t io n s :

(1 ) R e la ti n g  to  te c h n ic a l  c o o p e ra ti o n  in  m ari tim e 
te le co m m u n ic a ti o n s , e s p e c ia l ly  by  p ro v id in g  te c h n ic a l  
ad v ic e  an d by  a s s i s t i n g  in  t r a in in g  th e  T h ir d  World 
c o u n t r i e s ' s t a f f ;

(2 ) R e la ti n g  to  te c h n ic a l  c o o p e ra ti o n  in  n a t io n a l  
p ro p a g a ti o n  s tu d ie s  in  t r o p i c a l  a r e a s  d es ig n ed  to  
im prov e an d dev el op  th e  d e v e lo p in g  c o u n t r i e s ' 
ra d io com m unic ati ons;

(3 ) R e la ti n g  to  th e  de ve lo pm en t o f  n a t io n a l  ra d io  
fr equency  management  w it h in  th e  d e v e lo p in g  c o u n t r ie s  
th ro ugh  su ch  means a s r e g io n a l  se m in a rs  and t r a i n in g ;
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(4) Relating to the transfer of technology in 
telecamnunications for the purpose of developing 
services and attaining social, economic, and
■ cultural objectives of the developing countries. £

All of the above resolutions are basically in line 
with the United States approach to technical assistance 
since they look to the United Nations Development Program
(UNDP) as the primary source of financing. They do not f
cal 1 for the establishment of either mandatory or
voluntary funds for technical cooperation or refer to the
need to change the existing institutional structure of
the ITU.

The U.S. also participated in efforts to assist 
developing countries in introducing and utilizing 
computers in their frequency managanent activities. The 
conference adopted a new resolution that the ITO and its 
organization participate in this program by conducting 
educational saninars in the ITU regions, and by using 
educational resources available to the ITO to provide 
further training in this field.

Future Conferences. About two dozen specialized world 
and regional radio conferences were proposed at WARC-79.
The conference approved three world conferences and six 
regional conferences. WARC-79 did not set specific dates 
for the world conferences, leaving this to the ITO 
Administrative Council to decide in terms of budget and 
other resource constraints. The approved conferences 
are:

(A) Wbrld Administrative Radio Conference for
Mobile Services;

(B) Regional Administrative Radio Conference for 
planning the MF Broadcasting bands in Region 2 (first 
session March 1980; second session November 1981);

(C) Regional Administrative Radio Conference for 
the detailed planning of the Broadcasting Satellite 
Service in the 12 GHz band and associated uplinks in 
Region 2 (second quarter, 1983);

(D) Regional Administrative Radio Conference for 
planning Sound Broadcasting in the band 87.5-108 MHz 
in Region 1 (tentative: first session - third 
quarter, 1983);

/
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(E) Regional Administrative Radio Conference for 
planning uplinks to broadcasting satellites operating 
in the 12 GHz band in Region 1 and 3 (tentative 
recommendation: fourth quarter, 1983);

(F) Regional (European Maritime Area) Conference to 
revise the 1948 Copenhagen Plan (tentative 
recaimendation: second quarter, 1984);

(G) Regional Administrative Radio Conference to 
prepare a plan for the initiation of broadcasting 
services in the band 1605-1705 kHz in Region 2 
(tentative reccnmendation: second quarter, 1985);

(H) Wbrld Administrative Radio Conference for the 
planning of the HF bands allocated to the broadcasting 
services (two sessions);

• (I) World Administrative Radio Conference on the 
Geostationary Satellite Orbit and the planning of 
space services (two sessions).

Technical Matters. The U.S. made numerous technical 
proposals pertinent to spectrum management. These are 
too numerous to specify here in detail. Examples 
include specification of power limits, bandwidth, 
propagation characteristics, etc. U.S. objectives were 
fully met.
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